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Abstract

A classical result of Carleman, based on the theory of quasianalytic functions, shows that polynomials
are dense in L2(µ) for any µ such that the moments

∫
xkdµ do not grow too rapidly as k → ∞.

In this work, we develop a fairly tight quantitative analogue of the underlying Denjoy-Carleman
theorem via complex analysis, and show that this allows for nonasymptotic control of the rate
of approximation by polynomials for any smooth function with polynomial growth at infinity. In
many cases, this allows us to establish L2 approximation-theoretic results for functions over general
classes of distributions (e.g., multivariate sub-Gaussian or sub-exponential distributions) which
were previously known only in special cases. As one application, we show that the Paley–Wiener
class of functions bandlimited to [−Ω,Ω] admits superexponential rates of approximation over all
strictly sub-exponential distributions, which leads to a new characterization of the class. As another
application, we solve an open problem recently posed by Chandrasekaran, Klivans, Kontonis, Meka
and Stavropoulos on the smoothed analysis of learning, and also obtain quantitative improvements
to their main results and applications.
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1 Introduction

It was proven by Weierstrass in his 1885 paper that polynomials are dense in the space of continuous
functions on an interval [Akh20]. Later, the theory of constructive approximation by polynomials
was developed , which connected the quantitative rate of approximation by polynomials with the
smoothness properties of the function (see, e.g., Jackson’s theorem for polynomial approximation
[DL93]). A particularly fascinating result of Bernstein shows that a function can be approximated
at an exponentially fast rate on the interval [−1, 1] if and only if it admits an analytic extension
onto an open neighborhood of the interval in the complex plane [DL93].

A simple consequence of Weierstrass’s theorem in probability and statistics is that any probability
measure over the interval [−1, 1] (or any compact set) is uniquely determined by its moments E[Xk]
for k ∈ Z≥0. On the other hand, this is certainly not true for general distributions on R — the
location parameter (center) of the Cauchy distribution cannot even be determined by its moments,
because the Cauchy distribution has no moments beyond k = 0. There are also many distributions
for which all of their moments exist, which are nevertheless not determined by them.

In the classical study of the moment problem, Carleman’s condition is one of the most famous
and well-known results. In the context of probability theory, Carleman’s result tells us that if the
moments of a probability measure µ satisfy

∞∑
k=1

[
1

Eµ[X2k]

]1/2k
= ∞,

then µ is indeed uniquely determined by moments, and relatedly, polynomials are dense in natural
function spaces like L1(µ) and L2(µ) [Akh20]. Approximating functions by polynomials is useful in a
variety of research areas, including computational and statistical learning theory, where approximation
results can be used to reduce the problem of learning a general class of functions F to the relatively
well-understood problem of polynomial regression. In this application, the rate of approximation,
in terms of the degree needed to achieve a certain accuracy of approximation, is again important
because higher degree polynomials generally require more samples and are computationally intensive
to fit, especially in high dimensions.

In this paper, we continue a line of work relevant to learning theory (e.g. [KM13, GKK23,
CKK+24]), which studies approximation of functions by polynomials over distributions that are not
product measures, and therefore lack explicit Fourier bases. Without a Fourier basis, it is difficult
to explicitly compute the coefficients of the best approximating polynomial up to a desired target.
We develop a technique to deal with this problem using tools from classical harmonic analysis — in
particular, the Euclidean Fourier transform as well as complex analytic techniques, in the spirit of
Bernstein’s result. We elaborate on these results, their applications, and their relation to previous
work below.

1.1 Main results

Our main theoretical contribution is a general framework that provides a quantitative characterization
of the best polynomial approximation error in L2(µ), where µ is a probability measure that satisfies
Carleman’s condition. The proposed framework essentially relies on the Fourier transform of the
target function and of the µ-weighted residual. In applications, we use structural assumptions on
the function class or problem instance to characterize the Fourier transform of the target functions.
Meanwhile, the Fourier transform of the µ-weighted residual has a zero of order at least D at the
origin, which serves as our main building block to provide a quantitative characterization near the
origin. These two elements together complete our theoretical framework as follows.

5



Fourier-based L2(µ) polynomial approximation bound Let µ be a distribution on R that
satisfies Carleman’s condition. We illustrate our results with a simple setting where the target
function is the inverse Fourier transform of a finite Radon measure ρ on R. Suppose that f =
(2π)−1

∫
R e

ixξdρ(ξ) and set pD as the L2(µ) orthogonal projection of f onto the space of polynomials
of total degree at most D. For any function g ∈ L2(µ), we define ∥g∥µ =

( ∫
g2dµ

)1/2. We first state
our approximation result for the special case where µ is strictly sub-exponential.

Theorem 1.1 (Strictly sub-exponential bound, informal, see Theorem 4.5). Let µ be a strictly
sub-exponential distribution, i.e., the moment generating function of µ is entire with finite order.
Then for a fixed Ω > 0 and sufficiently large degree D ≳ poly(Ω), we have that

∥f − pD∥µ ≲ exp{−O(D logD)}+ |ρ|(R \ [−Ω,Ω]). (1.1)

A similar result can be explicitly stated for sub-exponential distributions as follows.

Theorem 1.2 (Sub-exponential bound, informal, see Theorem 4.7). Let µ be a sub-exponential
distribution, i.e., the moment generating function of µ exists in a neighborhood of zero. Then for
any Ω > 0 and D ≥ 1, we have that

∥f − pD∥µ ≲ tanh(O(Ω))D + |ρ|(R \ [−Ω,Ω]). (1.2)

For any finite Radon measure ρ, the second term in (1.2) and (1.1) decays at least as O(Ω−1) by
Markov’s inequality. Thus, we can choose a large enough Ω and an appropriately large D to make the
right-hand side smaller than any target accuracy. This procedure successfully establishes quantitative
guarantees of polynomial approximation for general functions without explicit knowledge of the
underlying distribution. We extend these results to multivariate settings to approximate functions
that are sufficiently general to cover the target functions in applications (e.g., ReLU and Sigmoid
neural networks). See Section 6.

Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 and their generalizations for extended function class will be our
main tools in the example applications, because for simplicity we will mostly focus on the concrete
settings of strictly sub-exponential and sub-exponential distributions. Nevertheless the results can
always extend naturally to the most general case under Carleman’s condition. The general case
involves a quantitative bound in terms of a certain logarithmic integral and recovers as a special
case the sub-exponential bound above. See Theorem 3.10 for details.

One interesting application of our approximation-theoretic results is a new characterization of
the Paley-Wiener class of bandlimited functions, which we leave to Section 13 and Appendix F.
In essence, Paley-Wiener functions have the property that they can be very well-approximated by
polynomials over the Gaussian measure — we show that this property extends in a very natural
way to all strictly sub-exponential measures. We also show related results for Gelfand-Shilov classes,
which decay rapidly in physical and frequency space — see Section 14.

Application: Smoothed agnostic learning. The analysis of agnostic learning in computational
learning theory has led to some striking negative results. Over general data distributions, there is
strong evidence that even (improperly) learning a single halfspace is computationally intractable
[Tie23, Dan16]. To better explain why learning often appears tractable in practice, recent work
has adapted the smoothed analysis paradigm [ST04] to agnostic learning. Smoothed optimality
[BD02, CKK+24] relaxes learners to find a hypothesis ĥ whose prediction error can compete with
the best prediction error of a hypothesis class H when a small amount of noise is added to the data.
Formally, given i.i.d. samples {(xi, yi)}i≤n ⊂ Rd×{±1}, target accuracy ε > 0 and noise level σ > 0,
we aim to find ĥ such that

P
(
yi ̸= ĥ(xi)

)
≤ min

h∈H
Ez∼N(0,Id)[P

(
yi ̸= h(xi + σz)

)
] + ε. (1.3)

6



Prior work [CKK+24] shows that the smoothed optimality is indeed much more tractable than
general agnostic learning, by establishing positive results for efficiently learning binary concepts
with low intrinsic dimension and bounded Gaussian surface area over all strictly sub-exponential
data distributions. Surprisingly, we prove that low intrinsic dimension is sufficient to achieve this
guarantee under our framework above, so the Gaussian surface area condition is unnecessary. We
also extend the results to the data distributions with sub-exponential tails, thereby solving the main
open problem of [CKK+24]. Our results are informally stated as follows:

Theorem 1.3 (Learning smoothed optimality, informal, see Theorem 7.2). Let µ be a distribution
over Rd × {±1} and H(k) be the class of binary concepts that depend only on a k-dimensional
projection of the input. Then, there exists an algorithm that learns H(k) in the σ-smoothed setting
Eq. (1.3) with runtime poly(N, d) and sample size

1. N = O(ε−2dpoly(kσ
−2 log(1/ε)) log(1/δ)) samples under strictly sub-exponential marginal µx;

2. N = O(ε−2dexp{Õ(k log(1/ε)/σ)} log(1/δ)) samples under sub-exponential marginal µx.

Remark 1.4 (Comparison to [CKK+24] in strictly sub-exponential case). Besides removing the
dependence on Gaussian surface area entirely, our result in the strictly sub-exponential case has
quasipolynomial rather than exponential dependence on the error parameter 1/ϵ. I.e., our dependence
is of the form epolylog(1/ϵ) instead of epoly(1/ϵ).

Our improved sample complexity bound is based on L2(µx) polynomial approximation results in
Section 7.1. These results are specific applications of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 to Gaussian-smoothed
functions.

Extension to learning intersections of half-spaces. As demonstrated by [CKK+24], the
problem of learning intersections of half-spaces with margin can largely be reduced to the problem
of smoothed agnostic learning. Our improved sample complexity directly translates to an improved
sample complexity bound for distribution-free learning of intersection of half-spaces with margin.
The algorithm, similar to [CKK+24], uses a combination of dimension reduction and polynomial
regression. See details in Section 8.

Application: Polynomial approximation to smooth functions. In addition to Gaussian-
smoothed functions, our theory can also be applied to general smooth functions without explicit
knowledge. Indeed, Jackson’s theorem [Jac30] asserts that smooth and periodic functions can be
well approximated on a bounded interval. Our result further extends this result to general measures
as follows:

Theorem 1.5 (Polynomial approximation to Ck functions). Suppose that f : R → R is a k-th order
differentiable function with |f (k)| ≤M . Let µ be a distribution on R. Then there exists a polynomial
p of degree

1. O(poly(1/ε)) under strictly sub-exponential µ;

2. O(exp{poly(1/ε)}) under sub-exponential marginal µ.

Interestingly, the proof of this theorem relies on the classical Jackson’s theorem and the bounded
support of trigonometric polynomials in the frequency domain. Our results also connect to classical
weighted polynomial approximation theory and our rates match the known tight exponents in both
settings. See Section 9 for details.
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Implications in agnostic learning. Existence of polynomial approximation often enables
polynomial time learning algorithms. Suppose that σ : R → R is an activation function. Given the
class of the one layer neural network Hσ = {h(x) = k−1

∑
j≤k σ(w

⊤
j x); ∥wj∥ = 1} and i.i.d. samples

from a distribution µ, a learner needs to find a hypothesis ĥ that with probability 1− δ satisfies

E(x,y)∼µ[(ĥ(x)− y)2] ≤ min
h∈Hσ

E(x,y)∼µ[(h(x)− y)2] + ε.

We mainly demonstrate learning neural networks with ReLU and Sigmoid activations, as stated in
Theorems 10.5 and 10.8. Although applying our theory of polynomial approximation of the general
Lipschitz functions also implies efficient agnostic learning algorithms, the corresponding sample
complexity might be sub-optimal. When exact knowledge of the function class is given, our method
directly yields better sample complexity.

1.2 Overview

Key difficulty: lack of an explicit Fourier basis. When working over the Gaussian distribution,
Hermite polynomials form an explicit Fourier basis for L2(N(0, 1)) with many nice algebraic properties.
See [O’D14] for a detailed discussion of Fourier analysis in Gaussian space and in the closely related
setting of the boolean hypercube. However, we want to prove results for general distributions with
sub-Gaussian or sub-exponential concentration. This makes working with an explicit basis untenable
because: (1) the basis of orthogonal polynomials for each distribution in the class is different, and
(2) as such distributions are not required to be product measures, their orthogonal bases lack the
useful algebraic properties of Fourier bases which makes them easy to work with.

So to prove results over general distributions, we generally want to take a basis-free approach.
Indeed, it has been shown that some results in discrete Fourier analysis can be proven without
relying on the Fourier basis (see, e.g., [CEL12, IZ24, KLMM24, Ros20, IVHV20]). Similarly, the
line of work in smoothed analysis we build on (e.g., [KM13, GKK23, CKK+24]) has identified this
core problem and developed techniques to overcome it, which we discuss next.

The existing strategies for approximation. Perhaps the most natural way to try to prove
results for L2 approximation over general measures is to try to reduce to the classical setting of
approximation by polynomials on an interval (see, e.g., [DL93, Akh20]). For any M > 0, classical
approximation theory1 tells us precise results about the best approximation of a target function f
on the interval [−M,M ] in L∞. However, while a polynomial may be a good L∞ approximation to
f on [−M,M ], it will generally blow up rapidly outside of the interval (c.f., uncertainty principles
[Naz93]). So while such an argument directly yields an approximation which is accurate under a
high probability event (see, e.g., [KR18]), it does not immediately give a bound on the Lp error due
to tail events. Carefully working out the necessary bounds, this approach can in fact be made to
work in the strictly sub-exponential case [CKLS25], but it yields suboptimal rates (see Section 9.1),
and it fails when the distribution has sub-exponential tails.

Existing works have also used more sophisticated techniques. The works [KM13, GKK23] use
an LP duality argument to relate the existence of a good polynomial approximator to the analysis
of moment matching distributions. This lets them argue that a good polynomial approximation
exists without having to explicitly construct one. The most recent work [CKK+24] focused on
Gaussian-analytic functions (i.e., a function convolved with a Gaussian) and carefully analyzed a
polynomial approximation built using a truncated Taylor series expansion of the Gaussian density.

1Another classical area in approximation theory, related to the moment problem, studies weighted approximation
by polynomials. We discuss this more in Section 9.1.
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None of these techniques has been successful in solving the sub-exponential case, so we will use a
different approach.

New strategy for approximation. Although in many agnostic learning settings the relevant
metric for approximation is actually L1 (see, e.g., [DKPZ21, KM13, KKMS08]), we focus on L2

approximation so that we can apply Plancherel’s theorem from classical Fourier analysis. We can
still obtain results for L1 by using Jensen’s inequality.

We now explain our strategy for L2 approximation. Given a target function f over probability
measure µ and degree D, we consider the orthogonal projection gD onto the space of degree D
polynomials, i.e. the gD = argming ∥f − g∥2µ where g ranges over degree D polynomials. From the
first-order optimality conditions for gD, we know that

⟨f − gD, x
k⟩µ = 0

for all 0 ≤ k ≤ D and similarly
⟨f − gD, gD⟩µ = 0.

Using Plancherel’s theorem and the fact that Fourier transform replaces multiplication by x with
differentiation, we can equivalently reinterpret the former condition in terms of the Fourier transform
F [(f − gD)µ](ξ) =

∫
(f − gD)(x)e

−iξxdµ to obtain

dk

dξk
F [(f − gD)µ](ξ)

∣∣∣
ξ=0

= 0 (1.4)

for all 0 ≤ k ≤ D, and rewrite the approximation error as

∥f − gD∥2µ = ⟨f, f − gD⟩µ =
1

2π

∫
F [f ](ξ)F [(f − gD)µ)](ξ)dξ. (1.5)

If f is a smooth function, then its Fourier transform F [f ] should be mostly supported on low
frequencies, i.e. ξ close to 0. This suggests that the integral on the right hand side of (1.5) should be
dominated by the contribution of small ξ. On the other hand, from (1.4) we know that F [(f − gD)µ]
has a zero of degree D at 0. Intuitively, we would like to deduce via Taylor series expansion about 0
that F [(f − gD)µ](ξ) ≈ 0 for all “small” ξ, and conclude that the approximation error from (1.5)
goes to 0 as D → ∞. However, the last step of the argument is not always valid — it cannot be,
because the moment problem does not always have a unique solution [Akh20].

Special case: strictly sub-exponential distributions. The previous works [CKK+24, GKK23]
considered the case where µ has tails which decay like e−|x|1+ϵ for ϵ > 0. In this case we say that
the tails of µ are strictly sub-exponential, and it is not hard to show that F [(f − gD)µ](ξ) is indeed
an entire function of ξ. So by formalizing the Taylor series argument, we can indeed bound the
approximation error as sketched above. This lets our approach recover the same result as [CKK+24]
with some quantitative improvements.

However, Taylor series expansion is only applicable up to its radius of convergence. If µ only
has sub-exponential tails the radius of convergence will be finite (possibly zero). So with this idea
alone, we cannot solve the open problem from Chandrasekaran et al [CKK+24]. We next discuss
how we modify our approach to handle the sub-exponential case, and then even more general case of
Carleman’s condition.
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Carleman’s condition. Carleman [Car26] proved a fundamental result in analysis called the
Denjoy-Carleman theorem. The Denjoy-Carleman theorem precisely characterizes when we can
conclude that a function f : R → R is zero, if we know that f has a zero of infinite order (i.e., for
some point x, f(x) = 0 and all of its derivatives also vanish). In the special case that f is analytic,
this is true due to the principle of analytic continuation, and Carleman showed that this is true for
the larger class of quasianalytic functions, thereby proving what is known as “Carleman’s condition”
for the moment problem.

Quantitative Denjoy-Carleman. Carleman’s original proof of the Denjoy-Carleman theorem
is via a clever application of the principle of analytic continuation to show that the one-sided
Laplace transform of f vanishes. Therefore, by Laplace inversion f must vanish as well. This is
not immediately useful for us, because this argument only applies in the limit D = ∞. There does
exist a different real-analytic proof of Carleman’s theorem which gives effective bounds for finite
D — see Chapter I of Hörmander’s textbook [Hör83]. Using the real-analytic argument, we could
prove a result under Carleman’s general condition. Unfortunately, the resulting bounds would have
disappointingly poor quantitative dependence on D even in the sub-exponential case. Instead, we
found a way to strengthen Carleman’s complex-analytic approach and obtain much more promising
results (e.g., doubly exponentially faster rates in the sub-exponential case). We leave further details
to Section 3.

Remark 1.6 (Comparison to techniques in previous works). The works [KM13, KKM13, GKK23]
on agnostic and testable learning also observe and build upon connections to the classical moment
problem. In fact, the work [KM13] builds on results in Chapter 10 of a book by Rachev et al [RKSF13]
which use complex analytic methods. Nevertheless, we obtain significantly stronger results in the end.
This is discussed further in Remark 3.3.

Applications. We omit most of the details of the applications from this high-level overview. In
the smoothed analysis application relevant to [CKK+24], the basic idea is to take advantage of the
fact that Gaussian-analytic functions have sub-Gaussian tails in Fourier space when applying our
main results. Stating and proving the most general versions of our results in higher dimensions is
slightly involved (see Section 5 and Section 6). The applications to universality in Paley-Wiener
and Gelfand-Shilov spaces use a similar idea to apply the main result, but require us to introduce
some other tools from harmonic and functional analysis such as the Bargmann transform [Grö01]
which we elaborate upon in Section 12. For functions with relatively poor smoothness and/or tail
behavior, we observe that we can obtain approximation results through a three-step procedure: (1)
approximate the target by the sum of a polynomial and a periodic function, (2) apply existing results
in approximation theory to approximate the periodic function by a trigonometric polynomial, and
(3) approximate the trigonometric polynomial using our main result. See Section 10.

1.3 Related work

Polynomial approximation and the Statistical Query (SQ) framework. The Statistical
Query (SQ) framework models learning algorithms which are only allowed to access their training data
by querying approximate expectation values of bounded functions (i.e., by receiving E[f ]± [−τ, τ ]
for some error tolerance τ). This framework has enabled the prediction of optimal computational-
statistical tradeoffs for many learning problems. See, e.g., [DKS17, DK23].

It turns out for many learning problems, their SQ complexity is closely connected with the
existence of moment-matching distributions. A key reason for this is connections to a general class of
problems called Non-Gaussian Component Analysis (NGCA), where a single non-Gaussian direction
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is planted in what is otherwise an isotropic Gaussian distribution. In NGCA, the difficulty2 of finding
and/or detecting the hidden plant using SQ queries is determined by the number of moments that
the planted distribution matches with a Gaussian (see, e.g., [DKRS23]). In most cases it is believed
that problems with lower bounds from NGCA are genuinely hard for polynomial time algorithms
(see, e.g., [DKPP24] for lower bounds against the SoS semidefinite programming hierarchy and, e.g.,
[SZB21, Tie23] for some conceptually related cryptographic lower bounds).

Based on these types of ideas, for agnostic learning over Gaussian distributions the SQ complexity
of learning a class of concepts C has been shown to be closely connected to the degree of polynomials
needed to approximate it (see, e.g., [DKPZ21, GKK20b, KKMS08, KM13]). This suggests that
algorithms based on L1 polynomial regression, which is easy to implement in the SQ framework,
are close to optimal algorithm for solving many agnostic learning problems over Gaussian data in
polynomial time. For this reason, the difficulty of approximating many classes of concepts over the
Gaussian distribution has been closely studied. In many cases, tight results can be obtained by
working with explicit Hermite expansions (e.g., in single-index models [DKPZ21]). Similar findings
have also been established over the uniform measure on the hypercube — see [DSFT+14]. Polynomial
approximation has also been established to play an important role in the related setting of learning
with contamination by the recent results of [KSTV25].

A potential worry is that while we have developed a precise understanding of agnostic learning
over particular distributions like N(0, I) or Uni{±1}n, it is less clear to what extent these findings
extend to other distributions. Our results, in line with previous work on smoothed analysis such as
[KM13, GKK23, CKK+24], show that many guarantees for learning with polynomial regression over
Gaussian space can be extended, perhaps with a small loss, to general sub-Gaussian distributions,
and more generally to larger classes of distributions where polynomials are dense.

Cryptographic lower bounds for agnostic learning. Another approach to showing hardness
of learning results is via reductions from average case problems which are believed to be hard. See,
e.g., [Dan16, Tie23, KK14, KS09, DV21, SZB21]. We discuss some connections with cryptographic
lower bounds in our Section 11.

Comparing sub-Gaussian and Gaussian measures. There is a lot of interest in probability
theory, mathematical physics, and statistics in extending results obtained in the Gaussian setting to
the sub-Gaussian setting and beyond. See, e.g., [AGZ10, HS23, BLM15, Ver18] for some context in
the case of random matrix theory and high-dimensional statistics. A major result in this context is
Talagrand’s comparison theorem which shows that the maxima of sub-Gaussian processes can be
controlled by the maxima of corresponding Gaussian processes [Tal14, Ver18]. We mention a way
to combine our result with recent work in the SoS literature built on Talagrand’s result [DHPT25]
in Appendix E. In a related spirit, in the case of Paley-Weiner functions, we show that the rate of
approximation over Gaussian measures actually extends to all sub-Gaussian ones — see Section 13
and Appendix F.

Polynomial approximation in Lp spaces. Besides the classical results on the solvability of
the moment problem (see, e.g., [Car26, Akh20, RKSF13]), in some particular cases polynomial
approximation in Lp spaces has been deeply studied in the literature on weighted approximation.
For instance, approximation theory in Lp for probability measures of the form

p(x) ∝ exp(−|x|1+α)
2Informally, the time complexity. The number of queries and tolerance of queries needed for an SQ algorithm can

be used as proxies to predict the needed runtime and sample complexity of an algorithm.
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for α ≥ 0 is very well-understood. See, e.g., [BK25] which combines complex analytic methods
with special polynomial families to get some very precise results for the symmetric exponential
distribution, as well as [Fre77, FGR78, Lub06a] and the references within. To compare, our methods
seem somewhat specialized to the L2 setting; although we can deduce implications for, e.g., L1 space
using Jensen’s inequality. On the other hand, our method is very general in the sense that it can be
applied to any distribution satisfying Carleman’s condition. We discuss the approximation theory
literature in more detail in Section 9.1.

Nonparametric statistics. Our approach to polynomial approximation is naturally motivated
if we first seek to build good approximations for bandlimited functions, and then extend the
techniques to more general smooth functions. This perspective is morally informed by the fact that
in nonparametric statistics, convolution with the sinc kernel, which is the L2(R) projection operator
onto the space of bandlimited functions, is rate-optimal for many estimation problems. In particular,
this phenomena has been deeply studied in the literature on Fourier methods and nonparametric
density estimation (e.g., [Dav77, IKm83, Dev92, DL01, HM88, Tsy08]), where the sinc kernel is a
prototypical example of a “superkernel” because it adapts to the smoothness class of the underlying
distribution. Gaussian-analytic functions — equivalently, functions constructed via convolution with
a Gaussian kernel — also play an important role in diferent parts of this paper.

Approximating neural networks by polynomials. The vast majority of work on approximating
neural networks by polynomials has focused on the case where the data distribution satisfies very
strong norm constraints (e.g., the weights of the network have ℓ2 norm O(1) and the data has ℓ2
norm O(1)) — see the discussion of existing work in [GK19, GKK20a]. This leads to very pessimistic
results when applied over the Gaussian distribution N(0, In) where the data has typical ℓ2 norm on
the order of O(

√
n). In the Gaussian case, existing results for approximating a single neuron over

the Gaussian measure (see, e.g., [DKPZ21]) do imply much better results, similar to what we have
obtained. For the sub-Gaussian case, we are not aware of many relevant results, though it is possible
to obtain bounds by reducing to the single-neuron setting in [CKK+24]. As in other applications,
our results lead to significant quantitative improvements (esp. in terms of error dependence ϵ) than
what one could derive from [CKK+24], and also allow for establishing results over general measures
satisfying Carleman’s condition.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Fourier transform

In this section, we state our conventions for the Fourier transform and recall the key properties of
the transform. See the textbook [Rud87] for a much more detailed reference covering essentially all
of the content below, with the same normalization convention.

Fourier transform Let f : R → C be a sufficiently well-behaved function (e.g. an element of
L1(R) ∩ L2(R)). We define its Fourier transform and inverse by

f̂(ξ) = F [f ](ξ) =

∫ ∞

−∞
f(x) e−iξx dx, f(x) = F−1[f̂ ](x) =

1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
f̂(ξ) eiξx dξ.

Classical results show that these operations are indeed inverses and that the Fourier transform
extends to an operator on all of L2(R).
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Differentiation. Differentiation with respect to x corresponds to multiplication by iξ in the
Fourier domain. In particular, for each n ∈ N,

F
[
f (n)

]
(ξ) =

∫ ∞

−∞
f (n)(x) e−iξx dx = (iξ)n f̂(ξ),

so that
f (n)(x) = F−1

[
(iξ)n f̂(ξ)

]
(x) =

1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
(iξ)n f̂(ξ) eiξx dξ.

Analogously, differentiation with respect to ξ corresponds to multiplication by −ix in the original
domain. For each n ∈ N,

dn

dξn
f̂(ξ) =

∫ ∞

−∞
f(x)

dn

dξn
e−iξx dx = (−i)n

∫ ∞

−∞
xn f(x) e−iξx dx = (−i)nF

[
xnf(x)

]
(ξ).

Plancherel’s theorem For f, g ∈ L2(R), the Fourier transform extends to an isometry (up to the
chosen normalization) between the time and frequency domains. Concretely,

⟨f, g⟩L2(R) =

∫ ∞

−∞
f(x) g(x) dx =

1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
f̂(ξ) ĝ(ξ) dξ =

1

2π
⟨f̂ , ĝ⟩L2(R).

Equivalently,

∥f∥2L2 = ⟨f, f⟩ = 1

2π
∥f̂∥2L2 .

This identity is often used to compute inner products or norms in the time domain by passing to the
frequency domain (or vice versa).

Convolution. For two functions f, g : R → C, their convolution f ∗ g : R → C is defined by

(f ∗ g)(x) =

∫ ∞

−∞
f(x− y) g(y) dy.

The Fourier transform interchanges convolution and multiplication:

F [f ∗ g] = F [f ] · F [g], F [ f g ] =
1

2π

(
F [f ] ∗ F [g]

)
.

Define the normalized Gaussian (the N(0, σ2) density)

φσ(x) =
1√
2π σ

exp
(
− x2

2σ2

)
,

and let φ(x) without a subscript denote φ1. Observe that

F
[
φσ
]
(ξ) =

∫ ∞

−∞

1√
2π σ

exp
(
− x2

2σ2

)
e− i ξ x dx = exp

(
−σ2 ξ2

2

)
.

If f : R → C and we set

(f ∗ φσ)(x) =

∫ ∞

−∞
f(y)φσ(x− y) dy,

then, since the Fourier transform sends convolution to multiplication, we find

F
[
f ∗ φσ

]
(ξ) = f̂(ξ) φ̂σ(ξ) = f̂(ξ) exp

(
−σ2 ξ2

2

)
,

and hence
(f ∗ φσ)(x) =

1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
f̂(ξ) exp

(
−σ2 ξ2

2

)
e i ξ x dξ .

So convolving f with a Gaussian of variance σ2 is equivalent to multiplying f̂(ξ) by the factor
e−σ

2 ξ2/2 in the frequency domain.
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2.2 Complex analysis

Mostly for the proofs of the results in Section 3, we will need to use some basic terminology
and concepts from complex analysis such as the Cauchy inequalities, contour integration, and the
maximum modulus principle. See the textbooks [Rud87] or [SS10] for references.

2.3 Organization of the paper

The key ideas for our results are contained in Section 3, which proves the quantitative version of
the Denjoy-Carleman theorem, and Section 4, which shows how we can thereby derive bounds on
L2 approximation by polynomials in the one-dimensional case. The one-dimensional version of the
approximation result already suffices for many but not all of the applications.

In order to properly state and prove the analogous polynomial approximation result in higher
dimensions, we need to recall more background from functional analysis, which is done in Section 5.
Given this, the results from Section 4 are generalized appropriately in Section 6.

We then go through a few applications of our results in the context of learning theory. In Section 7,
we include the result for smoothed analysis of agnostically learning binary concepts of low-intrinsic
dimension. Following this, Section 8 collects a further implication of the result in smoothed analysis
for learning half-spaces with margin. In addition, we illustrate the use of our framework over
functions with specific structures of smoothness in Section 10. In Appendix E, we explain how in
the sub-Gaussian case, our results can be combined with Sum-of-Squares [DHPT25] to give “testable
learning” algorithms [RV23, GKK23]. In Section 11, we explain how in some well-studied cases,
our algorithmic results are close to matching lower bounds from conjecturally hard average-case
problems.

The main body of the paper ends with the universality-style results for Paley-Wiener and Gelfand-
Shilov classes. First we go through a preliminaries section which recalls the relevant definitions and
some related concepts such as the Bargmann transform which are needed for the proofs 12. Then in
Section 13 we prove the result for Paley-Wiener class and in Section 14 we prove an analogous result
for the one-sided Gelfand-Shilov class S1/2. In these sections we are concerned with 1-dimensional
settings so the results from Section 6 are not required. In Appendix F, we prove the natural
d-dimensional generalization of the Paley-Wiener result. The remaining appendices contain deferred
proofs.

3 Quantitative Denjoy-Carleman via complex analysis

In this section, we state our quantitative version of the Denjoy-Carleman theorem. Our methods are
based on complex analysis and give significantly better control than what one can implicitly infer
from the elementary/real-analytic proof of the Denjoy-Carleman theorem — we discuss this further
in the last subsection.

For many applications, it suffices to use the special case of our results in the analytic (rather
than quasianalytic) case. So we encourage the first-time reader to focus on Section 3.2.

3.1 Preliminaries: quasianalytic functions

Let M = (Mk)k≥0 be a sequence of positive real numbers satisfying

M0 = 1

and
M2
k ≤Mk−1Mk+1 (log–convexity).
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We define the corresponding Denjoy–Carleman class on the positive real line [0,∞) by

C{Mk}([0,∞)) =
{
f ∈ C∞([0,∞)) : ∃B,K > 0 such that sup

x∈[a,b]

∣∣f (k)(x)∣∣ ≤ BKkMk ∀ k ≥ 0
}
.

As usual, we also define ak =Mk−1/Mk with a0 = 1/M0 = 1; then 1/Mk =
∏k
i=1 ai and log-convexity

implies that ak is a monotonically decreasing sequence. Define the associated function

τ(r) = inf
n∈N

Mn/r
n.

It can be noted that τ(r) is a monotonically decreasing function of r > 0 and is rapidly decreasing
in the sense that it asymptotically goes to zero faster than any polynomial in r. The associated
function has a useful reformulation in terms of the ak’s, which follows from log-convexity:

Lemma 3.1 (Section 5.2.3 of [Kat04]). For any r > 0,

τ(r) =
∏

k≥1: akr>1

(akr)
−1.

In particular, if r ≤ 1 then τ(r) = 1. For any N ≥ 0 define

τN (r) = inf
0≤n≤N

Mn/r
n =

{
τ(r) if r ≤ 1/aN+1

MN/r
N otherwise

Theorem 3.2 (Denjoy-Carleman Theorem [Car26, Rud87], see also [Kat04, Hör83]). The following
are equivalent:

1.
∑

k ak = ∞. (Equivalently, one may check
∑∞

k=1M
−1/k
k = ∞.)

2.
∫∞
1

log τ(r)
1+r2

dr = −∞.

3. The class C{Mk}([0,∞)) is quasianalytic: for any point x, if all of the derivatives of f ∈
C{Mk}([0,∞) vanish at x, then f = 0 everywhere.

We will later give a quantitative version of the “sufficiency” direction (that either 1 or 2 implies
3) of this result. In the other direction, e.g. under the assumption that

∑
k ak < ∞, there are

explicit constructions of compactly supported nonzero functions which show that the class is not
quasianalytic: see [Rud87, Kat04] for Fourier-analytic constructions which can be motivated by the
Paley-Wiener theorem, and see [Hör83] for a real-variable bump function construction.

3.2 Analytic case

Before handling the more general quasianalytic case, we start with some results for the analytic case
which suffice for many applications and admit very short proofs.

In the analytic case, the Denjoy-Carleman theorem reduces to the principle of analytic con-
tinuation. There are tools in complex analysis, such as the Cauchy inequalities and Hadamard
three-circle/three-lines theorem, which can provide quantitative analogues of analytic continuation.
See [Tre20, DT19, Fra90, GH21] for a more extensive discussion and history of quantitative analytic
continuation principles. In the literature, the results typically concern error guarantees for extrapo-
lating a function from a smaller set to a larger one, whereas in our case we assume the function has
a zero of high multiplicity at a single point.
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Remark 3.3. In the existing literature, the arguments for the analytic case below seem most similar
to what is used in Chapter 10 of the textbook of Rachev et al [RKSF13]. In this chapter they derive
upper bounds on the metric between distributions F and G given by

λ(F,G) = min
T>0

max{1
2
max
|t|≤T

|f(t)− g(t)|, 1/T}}

where f and g are the characteristic functions of F and G respectively. In particular, the authors
use the same technique of conformal mapping from the strip to the disk using tanh which we do
below — see the intermediate Equation (10.2.54) from the proof of Theorem 10.2.2 there. They also
observe connections to the proof of Bernstein’s famous approximation theorem for analytic functions
on [−1, 1] [Ber12, DL93].

Previous work [KM13, KKM13, GKK23] built on estimates from [RKSF13] to obtain downstream
consequences for agnostic and testable learning. However, in many cases their quantitative bounds
for agnostic learning are quantitatively worse than the more recent work [CKK+24], which we are
in turn improving on. One intuitive reason for the inefficiency is that as we match more moments
between F and G, the rate at which |f(t)− g(t)| → 0 for small t can be much faster than the rate
at which the interval [−T, T ] on which maxt∈[−T,T ] |f(t)− g(t)| ≈ 0 grows. The λ-distance metric
essentially measures the second, slower, rate — so for our applications, it loses useful quantitative
information.

3.2.1 Analytic in a strip

Lemma 3.4. Suppose that φ is an analytic function in the strip {ξ : |Im(ξ)| < π/4} with a zero of
order D at ξ = 0, such that supξ:|Im(ξ)|<π/4 |φ(ξ)| ≤ 1. Then for any ξ ∈ R, it holds that

|φ(ξ)| ≤ tanh(|ξ|)D.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. By basic complex analysis, we know that the function tanh−1(z), in its
principal branch, is analytic on the disc {ξ : |ξ| < 1} and maps the unit disc to the strip {ξ :
|Im(ξ)| < π/4}. This is becuase for |u| < 1, it holds that

∣∣Im[tanh−1(u)]
∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∣ Im[log 1+u

1−u ]

2

∣∣∣∣∣ = 1

2
Arg

(
1 + u

1− u

)
≤ π

4
,

as the map u 7→ (1 + u)/(1− u) is a conformal map from the unit disc to the right half-plane.
Therefore, we define the function ζ(u) = φ

(
tanh−1(u)

)
, and observe that sup∥u∥≤1 |ζ(u)| ≤ 1.

Note that (tanh−1)′ = 1/(1− u2) ̸= 0 for |u| < 1, tanh−1(0) = 0 and that ξ = 0 is an order-D zero
of φ, the function ζ is analytic in the unit disc {u : |u| < 1} and has a zero of order D at u = 0.
Therefore ζ(u)/uD is analytic on the disc {u : |u| < 1}, and the maximum modulus principle implies
that

sup
∥u∥<1

|ζ(u)/uD| = lim
r→1

sup
∥u∥=r

|ζ(u)/uD| ≤ 1.

Observe that for any ξ ∈ R, defining v = tanh(ξ), we have that ζ(v) = φ
(
tanh−1(v)

)
= φ(ξ).

Therefore, |φ(ξ)| = |ζ(v)| ≤ |v|D = tanh(|ξ|)D.

Remark 3.5. This bound is sharp since the function g(x) = tanh(x)D satisfies these hypotheses.
(The maximum value of tanh on the strip is attained on the imaginary axis, because tan has all
nonnegative coefficients in its Taylor expansion.)
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3.2.2 Entire functions

Lemma 3.6. Suppose that φ is an entire function that is not identically zero, and let

M(r) = max
∥z∥=r

|M(z)|.

Suppose φ has a zero of order D at zero. Then for any r > 0,

logM(r) ≤ inf
λ≥1

[log(M(λr))−D log(λ)]

Proof. Note that φ(ξ)/ξD is analytic by assumption. So by the maximum modulus principle applied
to the function φ(ξ)/ξD, we have that for any ξ with |ξ| = r,

|φ(ξ)| ≤ 1

λD
sup

|ζ|=λ|ξ|
|φ(ζ)|

which yields the result after taking a logarithm.

Alternative proof. By the Hadamard three-circle theorem [Rud87], logM(r) is a convex function of
log(r). So for any α ∈ (0, 1)

logM(r) ≤ − log(α) logM(λr) + log(λ) logM(αr)

log(λ)− log(α)
.

Taking α → 0, we have logM(αr)
D log(αr) → C for some constant C, and log(α) → −∞, so dividing the

numerator and denominator by − log(α) we obtain the result.

For example, we obtain the following result as a special case:

Lemma 3.7. Suppose that φ is an complex analytic function of finite order, i.e., for some K > 0,
and r > 0 we have for all ξ ∈ C that

|φ(ξ)| ≤ exp
(
(K|ξ|)r

)
.

Also suppose φ has a zero of order D at zero. Then for any ξ such that D > r(K|ξ|)r, it holds that

|φ(ξ)| ≤ A ·
(er
D

)D/r
· (K|ξ|)D

Proof of Theorem 3.7. By the previous lemma, we have for any λ ≥ 1 that

|φ(ξ)| ≤ exp
(
−D log λ+

(
λK|ξ|

)r)
.

The exponent −D log λ+
(
λK|ξ|

)r attains its minima at λ0 = (D/r)1/r/(Kξ), which is feasible
under the constraint λ ≥ 1 when |ξ| ≤ K−1(D/r)1/r. Plugging λ0 into the exponent yields
−(D/r) log(D/r) +D log(Kξ) +D/r, equivalently

|φ(ξ)| ≤ (er/D)D/r(K|ξ|)D.

where D′ = D/r. This concludes the desired upper bound.

This lemma shows that we can gain a local polynomial rate when φ is an entire function of finite
order with a finite-order zero at 0.

Remark 3.8. A more general bound can be derived in the same way for any distribution with a
moment generating function defined on all of R.
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3.3 Quantitative estimate for general quasi-analytic classes

We will use the following standard result. One way to prove this theorem is via its probabilistic
interpretation: it is a consequence of the fact that log |f(z)| is subharmonic and the density 1

π
Re(z)
π|z−it|2

is the harmonic measure, i.e., the density of the point it where Brownian motion first hits the
imaginary axis when started at z.

Theorem 3.9 (Special case of Theorem III.G.2 of [Koo98]). Let f be analytic for Re(z) > 0 and
continuous up to the imaginary axis. Suppose that log |f(z)| = o(|z|) as |z| → ∞ for Re(z) ≥ 0.
Then

log |f(z)| ≤ 1

π

∫ ∞

−∞

Re(z) log |f(it)|
|z − it|2

dt

Main Result. Now we state the quantitative Denjoy-Carleman estimate.

Theorem 3.10 (Quantitative Denjoy-Carleman). Suppose that f vanishes up to degree N at 0.
Then for any Y ∈ (0,K/aN+1],

|f(x)| ≤ inf
α>0

(
BY eKαx

απK

[
exp

(
2α

π

∫ 1/aN+1

1

1

α2 + t2
log(τ(t))dt

)
+ τ(Y/K)

])
.

Proof. Define the Laplace transform

F (s) =

∫ ∞

0
e−sxf(x)dx,

which is analytic on the right half-plane, and recall the inversion formula for any σ > 0 given by

f(x) =
1

2πi

∫ σ+i∞

σ−i∞
esxF (s)ds.

This yields the inequality

|f(x)| ≤ eσx

2πi

∫ σ+i∞

σ−i∞
|F (s)|ds

and applying the high frequency and low frequency lemmas below yields for any Y ∈ (0,K/an+1]
that

|f(x)| ≤ Beσx

2σπi

∫ σ+iY

σ−iY
exp

(
1

π

∫ K/aN+1

−K/aN+1

σ

|s− iy|2
log(τ(|y|/K))dy

)
ds+

eσx

σπ
BY τ(Y/K).

Equivalently,

|f(x)| ≤ Beσx

2σπ

∫ Y

−Y
exp

(
1

π

∫ K/aN+1

−K/aN+1

σ

σ2 + (w − y)2
log(τ(|y|/K))dy

)
dw +

eσx

σπ
BY τ(Y/K).

Making the change of variable y = Kt, dy = Kdt and w = Ku, dw = Kdu yields

|f(x)| ≤ BKeσx

2σπ

∫ Y/K

−Y/K
exp

(
K

π

∫ 1/aN+1

−1/aN+1

σ

σ2 +K2(u− t)2
log(τ(|t|))dt

)
du+

Keσx

σπ

eσx

σπ
BY τn(Y/K)

≤ BKeσx

2σπ

∫ Y/K

−Y/K
exp

(
σ

Kπ

∫ 1/aN+1

−1/aN+1

1

σ2/K2 + (u− t)2
log(τ(|t|))dt

)
du+

eKαx

Kαπ
BY τ(Y/K).
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Letting σ = αK and taking the infimum yields

|f(x)| ≤ inf
α>0

[
BeKαx

2απ

∫ Y/K

−Y/K
exp

(
α

π

∫ 1/aN+1

−1/aN+1

1

α2 + (u− t)2
log(τ(|t|))dt

)
du+

eσx

σπ
BY τ(Y/K)

]
.

We can weaken this inequality by observing that since τ ≤ 1, the innermost integrand is always
negative, and for any u ∈ [0, 1/aN+1]∫ 1/aN+1

−1/aN+1

1

α2 + (u− t)2
log(τ(|t|))dt ≤

∫ 1/aN+1

u

1

α2 + (u− t)2
log(τ(t))dt+

∫ u

0

1

α2 + (u− t)2
log(τ(t))dt

≤
∫ 1/aN+1

u

1

α2 + t2
log(τ(t))dt+

∫ u

0

1

α2 + t2
log(τ(t))dt

=

∫ 1/aN+1

0

1

α2 + t2
log(τ(t))dt

where the comparison of the latter integrals was done by the rearrangement inequality, since τ is a
decreasing function. A symmetrical argument handles the case when u ∈ [−aN+1, 0], so we have∫ Y/K

−Y/K
exp

(
α

π

∫ 1/aN+1

−1/aN+1

1

α2 + (u− t)2
log(τ(|t|))dt

)
du ≤ (2Y/K) exp

(
2α

π

∫ 1/aN+1

0

1

α2 + t2
log(τ(t))dt

)
,

hence

|f(x)| ≤ inf
α>0

[
BY eKαx

Kαπ
exp

(
2α

π

∫ 1/aN+1

0

1

α2 + t2
log(τ(t))dt

)
+
eKαx

Kαπ
BY τ(Y/K)

]

= inf
α>0

(
BY eKαx

Kαπ

[
exp

(
2α

π

∫ 1/aN+1

0

1

α2 + t2
log(τ(t))dt

)
+ τ(Y/K)

])
.

Finally, because log τ(t) = 0 for t ∈ (0, 1], the lower limit of the integral integral can be changed to 1
instead of 0.

Lemma 3.11. For any z with Re(z) > 0 and n ≤ N , we have

F (z) =
1

zn

∫ ∞

0
e−zxf (n)(x)dx

and

|F (z)| ≤ ∥f (n)∥∞
|z|nRe(z)

.

Proof. The equality follows by applying integration by parts n times: the boundary terms for
integration by parts vanish at 0 because of the assumption that f and its derivatives vanish there,
and the boundary terms for ∞ vanish because the integrand decays exponentially when Re(z) > 0.

The inequality follows from Holder’s inequality and the computation for r > 0 that∫ ∞

0
e−rxdx = 1/r.
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Lemma 3.12 (High-frequency bound). For any Y > 0,∫
|y|>Y

|F (σ + iy)|dy ≤ 2Y τn(Y/K)

σ
.

Also, if Y ≤ K/aN+1 then we may replace τn by τ .

Proof. For any 0 ≤ n ≤ N , we have∫
|y|>Y

|F (σ + iy)|dy ≤
∫
|y|>Y

∥f (n)∥∞
|y|nσ

=
2∥f (n)∥∞

(n− 1)Y n−1σ
≤ 2BY τn(Y/K)

σ
.

Lemma 3.13 (Low-frequency bound). For any s with Re(s) > 0,

log |F (s)| ≤ log(2B/Re(s)) +
1

2π

∫ K/aN+1

−K/aN+1

Re(s)

|s− iy|2
log(τ(|y|/K))dy.

Proof. Let γ be such that 0 < γ < Re(s), to be optimized later. Using Theorem 3.9 applied to F
shifted by γ, we have that

log |F (s)| ≤ 1

iπ

∫ γ+i∞

γ−i∞

Re(s)− γ

|s− z|2
log |F (z)|dz = logB +

1

iπ

∫ γ+i∞

γ−i∞

Re(s)− γ

|s− z|2
log(|F (z)|/B)dz

Using the previous lemma yields

|F (γ + iy)|/B ≤ 1

(γ2 + y2)n/2
KnMn/γ = (1/γ)τN

(
K2

γ2 + y2

)n/2
and taking the infimum over n ≤ N yields

|F (γ + iy)|/B ≤ (1/γ)τN

(√
γ2 + y2

K2

)
≤ (1/γ)τN (|y|/K).

Therefore

log |F (s)|

≤ log(B/γ) +
1

π

∫
R

Re(s)− γ

|s− (γ + iy)|2
log(τN (|y|/K))dy

≤ log(B/γ) +
1

π

∫ K/aN+1

−K/aN+1

Re(s)− γ

|s− (γ + iy)|2
log(τ(|y|/K))dy

where we used the equality of τN and τ below 1/aN+1 and that τN ≤ 1 so log(τN ) ≤ 0 to drop a
negative term in the last step.

Taking γ = Re(s)/2 and using that 0 < γ < Re(s), we obtain

log |F (s)| ≤ log(2B/Re(s)) +
1

2π

∫ K/aN+1

−K/aN+1

Re(s)

|s− iy|2
log(τ(|y|/K))dy

as claimed.

20



3.4 Recovering the sufficiency direction of Denjoy-Carleman

Taking α = 1 in our bound, we have

|f(x)| ≤ BY eKx

πK

[
exp

(
2

π

∫ 1/aN+1

1

1

1 + t2
log(τ(t))dt

)
+ τ(Y/K)

]
.

First taking N → ∞ with Y fixed, the exponential term goes to zero, and then taking Y → ∞,
we have Y τ(Y/K) → 0 so the right hand side as a whole goes to zero under the Denjoy-Carleman
condition.

Corollary 3.14 (Sufficiency direction I of Denjoy-Carleman). If∫ ∞

1

1

1 + t2
log(τ(t))dt = −∞

then C{Mk}([0,∞)) is quasi-analytic.

We can also express the logarithmic integral directly in terms of the ak as follows.

Lemma 3.15. ∫ 1/aN+1

1

1

α2 + t2
log(τ(t))dt =

N∑
k=1

∫ 1/aN+1

1/ak

− log(akt)

α2 + t2
dt

so under the assumptions of Theorem 3.10

|f(x)| ≤ inf
α>0

(
BY eKαx

απK

[
exp

(
2α

π

N∑
k=1

∫ 1/aN+1

1/ak

− log(akt)

α2 + t2
dt

)
+ τ(Y/K)

])
.

Proof. Since

log τ(t) =

∞∑
k=1

− log(akt)1(t > 1/ak),

we can compute that∫ 1/aN+1

1

1

α2 + t2
log(τ(t))dt =

N∑
k=1

∫ 1/aN+1

1/ak

− log(akt)

α2 + t2
dt.

Corollary 3.16 (Sufficiency direction II of Denjoy-Carleman). If
∑

k ak = ∞ then the class
C{Mk}([0,∞)) is quasianalytic.

Proof. Taking α = 1 and N → ∞, we either have that (a) limN→∞ aN > 0, in which case we see
Mk =

∏k
i=1(1/ai) is dominated by an exponential, so the function f is entire and the class is analytic,

or (b) 1/aN → ∞ so that

lim
N→∞

N∑
k=1

∫ 1/aN

1/ak

− log(akt)

1 + t2
dt ≤

∞∑
k=1

∫ 4/ak

2/ak

− log(akt)

1 + t2
dt ≤

∞∑
k=1

(2/ak)
− log(2)

1 + 16/a2k

≤ (− log(2)/9)
∑
k

ak = −∞.

So if all derivatives of f vanish at zero, then taking N → ∞ first and then Y → ∞, the upper bound
on |f(x)| converges to zero for any fixed x, hence f = 0.
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3.5 Example applications

We show how the fully general quantitative Denjoy-Carleman estimate specializes in various applica-
tions.

Example 3.17 (Specialization to analytic functions). For the class of analytic functions, we have
Mn = n! and an = 1/n with

τ(r) =

⌊r⌋∏
k=1

(k/r) = (⌊r⌋!)/r⌊r⌋ ≤ e−⌊r⌋

using the standard inequality n! ≤ (n/e)n. We have for any α = Ω(1), taking Y = K/aN+1, that

|f(x)| ≤
(
B(N + 1)eKαx

απ

[
exp

(
α

π

∫ N+1

1

−⌊t⌋
α2 + t2

dt

)
+ e−N−1

])
≲

(
B(N + 1)eKαx

απ

[
exp

( α
2π

[log(α2 + 1)− log(α2 + (N + 1)2)]
)
+ e−N−1

])
=

(
B(N + 1)eKαx

απ

[
exp

(
−α
2π

log(1 + (N2 + 2N)/(α2 + 1))

)
+ e−N−1

])

So provided that x ≤ log(N)/2Kπ, by taking α = N/e2Kπx ≥ 1, we find that

|f(x)| ≤ B exp(−Θ(N)).

Example 3.18 (Specialization to sub-Gaussian-type functions). If Mn = nn/2 then

an =Mn−1/Mn = (n− 1)(n−1)/2/nn/2 = (1/
√
n)(1− 1/n)(n−1)/2 ≤ 1/

√
en

with

τ(r) =
∏

k≥1:r/
√
ek>1

(
√
ek/r) =

√
⌊r2/e⌋!(

√
e/r)⌊r

2/e⌋ ≤ (⌊r2/e⌋/e)⌊r2/e⌋/2(e/r2)⌊r2/e⌋/2 ≤ e−⌊r2/e⌋/2

so for any α = Ω(1) we can compute that, taking Y = K/aN+1,

|f(x)| ≤
BeKαx

√
e(N + 1)

απ

[
exp

(
α

2π

∫ √
e(N+1)

1

−⌊t2/e⌋
α2 + t2

dt

)
+ e−(N+1)/2

]

so taking α =
√
N and requiring that x≪

√
N/K, we get |f(x)| ≤ B exp(−Θ(N)).

Example 3.19 (A quasi-analytic but not analytic example). Let Mn = n!
∏n
k=1 log(ek) so that

an = 1/n log(en). Then

τ(r) =
∏

k≥1:r/k log(ek)>1

(k log(ek)/r)

≤
∏

k≥1:r/ log(er)>k

(k log(er)/r) = ⌊r/ log(er)⌋!(log(er)/r)⌊r/ log(er)⌋

≤ exp(−⌊r/ log(er)⌋)
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so for α > 1 with α = O(n) we have

|f(x)| ≤ BY eKαx

απK

[
exp

(
2α

π

∫ (N+1) log(e(N+1))

1

−⌊t/ log(et)⌋
α2 + t2

dt

)
+ e−⌊Y/K⌋/ log(e⌊Y/K⌋)

]

≲ inf
α>0

BY eKαx

απK

[
exp

(
2α

π

∫ (N+1) log(e(N+1))

α

−1

2t log(et)
dt

)
+ e−⌊Y/K⌋/ log(e⌊Y/K⌋)

]

=
BY eKαx

απK

[
exp

(
−α
π

[log(log(t) + 1)](N+1) log(e(N+1))
α

)
+ e−⌊Y/K⌋/ log(e⌊Y/K⌋)

]
≲
BY eKαx

απK

[
exp

(
−α
π

log
log(N + 1)

log(α+ 1)

)
+ e−⌊Y/K⌋/ log(e⌊Y/K⌋)

]

Let δ ∈ (0, 1) and consider taking α = exp(log(N + 1)δ)− 1, so log log(N+1)
log(α+1) = log(1/δ) > 0. Taking

log(1/δ) = 2Kπx so δ = δ(x) = e−2Kπx, we find that

|f(x)| ≤ B exp(−Θ(αKπx))) = Be−Θ(x exp(log(N)δ(x))).

Note that this goes to zero for fixed x as N → ∞ faster than any inverse polynomial.

3.6 Discussion: comparison of complex-variable and real-variable approaches

There is an interesting real-variable proof of the Denjoy-Carleman theorem which requires only basic
facts about integration and differentiation: see [Coh68, Hör83] for an exposition and history. This
method naturally gives quantitative bounds, which we state below.

Lemma 3.20 (Lemma 1.3.6 and Equation (1.3.17) in Hormander [Hör83]). Suppose that f ∈
C{Mk}([0, b]), and let B,K ≥ 0 be the corresponding values such that

sup
x∈[0,b]

∣∣f (k)(x)∣∣ ≤ BKkMk ∀ k ≥ 0.

Let m ≥ 1 be such that
f (k)(0) = 0

for all 1 ≤ k ≤ m. Then for any x ≤ (a1 + · · ·+ am)/8K, the following inequality holds:

|f(x)| ≤ [8BK/(a1 + · · ·+ am)]|x|.

Note that for fixed x, this estimate becomes stronger as m grows, and taking m→ ∞ suffices to
prove the Denjoy-Carleman theorem [Hör83]. However, while this result is strong enough to recover
the Denjoy-Carleman theorem, the quantitative estimates we obtain via complex analysis are much
tighter.

Approximation bound from real-variable approach. We require Carleman’s condition that
for all k ≥ 0, the moments satisfy

∥xk∥µ ≤ BKkMk

for B > 0 and a log-convex sequence {Mk} satisfying M0 = 1. Define ak =Mk−1/Mk as usual.
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Theorem 3.21 (Pure real-variable bound, for comparison). Let D ≥ 1 such that

Ω ≤ (a1 + · · ·+ aD)/8K.

Then

∥rD∥µ ≤
8B∥f̂∥L1([−Ω,Ω])

2π
ΩK/(a1 + · · ·+ aD) +

1

2π

∫
R\[−Ω,Ω]

|f̂(ξ)|dξ.

Proof. For any ξ ∈ R we have∣∣∣∣ dmdξmφ(ξ)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥r∥µ∥xm∥µ ≤ ∥r∥µBKmMm.

Applying the quantitative estimate for Denjoy-Carleman classes (Lemma 3.20), we conclude that
provided Ω ≤ (a1 + · · ·+ aD)/8K, for all ξ ∈ [−Ω,Ω],

|φ(ξ)| ≤ 8B∥r∥µ|ξ|K/(a1 + · · ·+ aD).

Therefore the result follows by Lemma 4.4.

Pessimism of real-variable approach. So for fixed Ω, this result proves an upper bound which
converges to zero as

1∑D
j=1 aj

.

However, even in simple examples like sub-Gaussian and sub-exponential distributions, this is either
exponentially or doubly-exponentially worse than what complex analysis gives:

Example 3.22. Suppose that the distribution is sub-Gaussian. Then up to constants, Mk = kk/2 so
ak = (k − 1)(k−1)/2/kk/2 = (1/k)1/2(1− 1/k)(k−1)/2 ≈ (1/

√
ek). So

D∑
j=1

aj ≈
∫ D

1
1/
√
exdx = Θ(

√
D).

Example 3.23. Suppose that the distribution is only sub-Exponential. Then up to constants,
Mk = kk so ak = (k − 1)(k−1)/kk ≈ 1/ek. So

∑D
j=1 aj = Θ(logD).

This is very pessimistic, because in the sub-Gaussian and even in sub-exponential case the error
actually shrinks exponentially with D. It is an interesting open question if there is a way to close
the gap between the elementary and complex-analytic estimates.

4 Constructing L2-approximating polynomials in one dimension

The following notation is used throughout this section. Let µ(x) be a probability density on R such
that all moments exist. For any function g : R → C, define the corresponding L2(µ) norm by

∥g∥2µ =

∫
µ(x)|g(x)|2dg

and corresponding L2(µ) inner product ⟨f, g⟩µ =
∫
f(x)g(x)dx. Let f be a function which is in

L2(µ) but also has a Fourier transform f̂ in L1(R), so that

f(x) =
1

2π

∫
f̂(ξ)eiξxdξ

Let gD be the L2(µ) projection of f onto the space of polynomials of degree at most D, and let
rD = f − gD ∈ L2(µ) be the residual/orthogonal projection.
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Remark 4.1 (Extensions in Section 6). Even in the one-dimensional case, our results apply to a
broader class of functions f than we are considering above. In the interest of simplicity, we leave the
more general and powerful results to Section 6, where we also handle the higher-dimensional case.

4.1 Fourier interpretation of approximation error

We define the Fourier transform of the residual in the distributional sense as

φ(ξ) = F [µrD] =

∫
µ(x)rD(x)e

−ixξdx. (4.1)

Remark 4.2. In the special case where µ is the density of N(0, 1), the function φ is, up to scaling
factors, the Bargmann transform of r̂D.

As a characterization of the residual function of the L2(µ)-projection onto polynomials of degree
at most D, the function φ inherits some nice orthogonality properties, as stated in the following
lemma.

Lemma 4.3. The function φ defined in (4.1) satisfies that φ(k)(0) = 0 for all k ≤ D. Furthermore,
for any ξ ∈ R and m ≥ 0, we have ∣∣∣∣ dmdξmφ(ξ)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥rD∥µ∥xm∥µ.

In particular, we have that supξ |φ(ξ)| ≤ ∥rD∥µ by setting m = 0 above.

Proof of Theorem 4.3. By the orthogonality of the L2(µ) projection, we have that for any integer
0 ≤ k ≤ D that ⟨rD, xk⟩µ = 0. Recall the differentiation identity

dm

dξm
φ(ξ) =

∫
(−ix)mµ(x)rD(x)e−iξxdx. (4.2)

Evaluating Eq. (4.2) at ξ = 0, we find that dmφ(0)/dξm = (−i)m ⟨rD, xm⟩µ = 0 for all 0 ≤ m ≤ D,
as desired. Also, by using Cauchy-Schwarz we find∣∣∣∣ dmdξmφ(ξ)

∣∣∣∣ = |⟨rDe−iξx, xm⟩µ| ≤ ∥rD∥µ∥xm∥µ,

which proves the second claim.

Theorem 4.3 shows that the function φ has a zero of order D at 0. Combining this with
various instances of distributions, we can derive tight bounds on |φ| that are useful to control the
approximation error, especially if f̂ has rapidly decaying tails. Next lemma provides an accessible
tool to bound ∥rD∥µ for functions with different patterns of Fourier transform.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that ∥rD∥µ > 0. It holds for any Ω ≥ 0 that

∥rD∥µ ≤
∥f̂∥L1([−Ω,Ω])

2π∥rD∥µ
sup

ξ∈[−Ω,Ω]
|φ(ξ)|+ 1

2π

∫
R\[−Ω,Ω]

|f̂(ξ)|dξ.

Proof. By Plancherel’s theorem and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

∥rD∥2µ = ⟨rD, f⟩µ =
1

2π

∫
φ(ξ)f̂(ξ)dξ ≤ 1

2π
∥f̂∥L1([−Ω,Ω]) sup

ξ∈[−Ω,Ω]
|φ(ξ)|+ ∥rD∥µ

2π

∫
R\[−Ω,Ω]

|f̂(ξ)|dξ

where in the last inequality we used the previous lemma to bound supξ∈R |φ(ξ)|. Dividing through
by ∥rD∥µ <∞ proves the result.

In the following, we leverage these lemmas to derive tight controls of ∥rD∥µ for Gaussian analytic
functions under sub-exponential and strictly sub-exponential distributions.

25



4.2 Approximation via complex analysis

4.2.1 General bound for strictly sub-exponential distributions

Recall by Theorem 4.3 that, for the function φ has a zero of order D at 0, we can gain tighter local
control of |φ(ξ)|, when φ is an entire function of finite order, as the following lemma shows. This
lemma shows that we can gain local polynomial rate when φ is an entire function of finite order
with a finite-order zero at 0. To utilize this result, we assert that the function φ defined in (4.1)
satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 3.7 when the cumulant generating function of µ is at most
growing polynomially.

Theorem 4.5. Let r ≥ 1, K > 0 and A > 0 be constants. Suppose that the moment generating
function of µ satisfies that

∥exξ∥µ ≤ A exp
(
(|ξ|K)r

)
for all ξ ∈ R.

Then for any Ω ≥ 0 and D ≥ r (KΩ)r, it holds that

∥rD∥µ ≤
A ∥f̂∥L1([−Ω,Ω])

2π

(r e
D

)D/r
· (KΩ)D +

1

2π

∫
R\[−Ω,Ω]

∣∣f̂(ξ)∣∣ dξ.
Proof of Theorem 4.5. For any ξ ∈ C, by Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have

|φ(ξ)| =
∣∣⟨rD, eixξ⟩µ∣∣ ≤ ∥rD∥µ ∥e−x Im(ξ)∥µ ≤ A ∥rD∥µ exp

(
(|ξ|K)r

)
.

Therefore, φ extends to an entire function on C with a finite order. Using Theorem 3.7, we can
bound |φ(ξ)| for |ξ| ≤ K−1(D/r)1/r as

|φ(ξ)| ≤ A∥rD∥µ
(er
D

)D/r
· (K|ξ|)D

The claimed inequality then follows by Lemma 4.4.

Remark 4.6. By the same argument, a more general bound holds for any distribution with a
generating function defined on all of R.

This shows we can potentially get rates of log(1/ϵ)/ log log(1/ϵ) in this setting instead of just
log(1/ϵ). This is in fact sharp even for the Gaussian case — we will return to this point in the later
section on Paley-Wiener classes.

4.2.2 General bound for sub-exponential distributions

The previous result is based on the global complex analyticity of the function φ defined in (4.1).
However, the characteristic function of the sub-exponential distribution µ exists only in a strip of
the complex plane. To this end, we state the following result, which is a counterpart of Theorem 4.5
for strip-analytic characteristic functions, i.e., sub-exponential distributions.

Theorem 4.7. Suppose that the distribution is sub-exponential, in the sense that Eµ[e2|X|/K ] ≤ e2

for some sub-exponential constant K > 0. For any Ω ≥ 0,

∥rD∥µ ≤
e∥f̂∥L1([−Ω,Ω])

2π
tanh(KπΩ/4)D +

1

2π

∫
R\[−Ω,Ω]

|f̂(ξ)|dξ. (4.3)
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Proof of Theorem 4.7. Note that

φ(ξ) = ⟨r, eixξ⟩µ ≤ ∥r∥µ∥e|Im(ξ)|·|x|∥µ ≤ ∥r∥µe,

when |Im(ξ)| < K−1. Define ρ(z) = ∥r∥−1
µ φ

(
4z/(πK)

)
, which is analytic in the strip |Im(z)| < π/4

and bounded by e. Applying Lemma 3.4, we find that |ρ(z)| ≤ e| tanh(ξ)|D so

|φ(ξ)| = ∥r∥µ|ρ(
Kπ

4
ξ)| ≤ e∥r∥µ| tanh(

Kπ

4
ξ)|D.

The result follows from Lemma 4.4.

4.2.3 General bound under Carleman’s condition

The same argument from the sub-exponential case can also be applied under Carleman’s condition.
The only change is that we need to replace the use of Lemma 3.4 by the more general Theorem 3.10.
In the more general formula, the tanh term on the right hand side of (4.3) is replaced by a more
general expression in terms of logarithmic integrals coming from Theorem 3.10. The formula in full
generality is slightly complex, but up to constants it recovers the previous result for sub-exponential
distributions (due to the discussion in Section 3.5).

5 Further preliminaries from functional analysis

In this section, we recall some preliminaries from functional analysis and distribution theory
which are necessary to state our final results in the appropriate level of generality. See references
[RS80, RS75, Hör83, Rud17, Rud87] for more detailed background. Throughout, B(Rd) denotes the
Borel σ-algebra on Rd.

5.1 Complex Radon measures on Rd

Definition 5.1 (Radon measure). A (real) Radon measure µ on Rd is a countably additive set
function

µ : B(Rd) −→ R
satisfying the following two regularity properties:

1. Local finiteness. For every compact set K ⊂ Rd, one has |µ|(K) <∞.

2. Regularity.

• Inner regularity: For every Borel set E ⊂ Rd,

µ(E) = sup {µ(K) : K ⊂ E, K compact}.

• Outer regularity: For every Borel set E ⊂ Rd,

µ(E) = inf {µ(U) : U ⊃ E, U open}.

Definition 5.2 (Complex Radon Measure). A complex Radon measure µ on Rd is a countably
additive function

µ : B(Rd) −→ C
such that both the real part Re(µ) and the imaginary part Im(µ) are (real) Radon measures. Equiva-
lently, if one writes

µ = µ1 + i µ2, µ1, µ2 : B(Rd) → R,
then µ1 and µ2 are each (real) Radon measures in the sense of the previous definition.
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Definition 5.3 (Total Variation of a Complex Radon Measure). Let µ be a complex Radon measure
on Rd. Its total variation |µ| is the unique (real) Radon measure characterized by

|µ|(E) = sup
{ ∞∑
j=1

∣∣µ(Ej)∣∣ : {Ej}∞j=1 is a Borel partition of E
}
, E ∈ B(Rd).

Definition 5.4 (Total Variation Norm). Given a complex Radon measure µ on Rd, its total variation
norm is defined by ∥∥µ∥∥ = |µ|

(
Rd
)
,

i.e. the total variation of µ evaluated on the whole space. In particular, ∥µ∥ is finite if and only if
|µ| is a finite (real) measure on Rd.

Riesz representation theorem. Let C0(Rd) denote the space of continuous, complex-valued
functions on Rd that vanish at infinity, equipped with the supremum norm ∥ · ∥∞.

Let µ be a complex Radon measure on Rd with total variation norm ∥µ∥. Define

Tµ(f) =

∫
Rd

f(x) dµ(x), f ∈ C0(Rd).

Then Tµ is a bounded linear functional on C0(Rd) endowed with the supremum norm ∥f∥∞ =
supx∈Rd |f(x)|, and

∥Tµ∥(C0)∗ = ∥µ∥.

In particular, for every φ ∈ S(Rd) ⊂ C0(Rd),∣∣Tµ(φ)∣∣ =
∣∣∣∫

Rd

φ(x) dµ(x)
∣∣∣ ≤ ∥φ∥∞ ∥µ∥,

showing that Tµ ∈ S ′(Rd).

Theorem 5.5 (Riesz–Markov–Kakutani on Rd [Rud87]). Every bounded linear functional

L : C0(Rd) −→ C

is of the form

L(f) =

∫
Rd

f(x) dµ(x), f ∈ C0(Rd),

for a unique complex Radon measure µ on Rd. Moreover,

∥L∥(C0(Rd))∗ = ∥µ∥ = |µ|(Rd),

where ∥µ∥ is the total variation of µ. Conversely, each complex Radon measure µ on Rd of finite
total variation defines a bounded linear functional on C0(Rd) via integration.

5.2 Schwartz space and tempered distributions

Definition 5.6 (Schwartz space S(Rd)). The Schwartz space S(Rd) is the space of all infinitely
differentiable functions

φ : Rd −→ C

such that for every pair of multi-indices α, β ∈ Nd0, the seminorm

pα,β(φ) = sup
x∈Rd

∣∣xαDβφ(x)
∣∣
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is finite. Here xα = xα1
1 · · ·xαd

d and

Dβ =
∂β1

∂xβ11
· · · ∂

βd

∂xβdd
.

Equivalently,
S(Rd) =

{
φ ∈ C∞(Rd) : ∀α, β ∈ Nd0, sup

x∈Rd

|xαDβφ(x)| <∞
}
.

We define the Fourier transform F : S(Rd) → C∞(Rd) by

f̂(ξ) :=

∫
Rd

f(x) e−i x·ξ dx,

and its inverse by

ǧ(x) :=
1

(2π)d

∫
Rd

g(ξ) ei x·ξ dξ.

Theorem 5.7. The Fourier transform F is a bijection

F : S(Rd) −→ S(Rd),

and its inverse is given by the above formula for (̌·).

Proof. Let f ∈ S(Rd). We show f̂ ∈ S(Rd) by checking the seminorms. Using the standard identities

Dβ
ξ f̂(ξ) = (i)|β| x̂βf(ξ), ξαf̂(ξ) = D̂αf(ξ),

valid for all multi-indices α, β, we obtain

sup
ξ∈Rd

∣∣ξαDβ
ξ f̂(ξ)

∣∣ = sup
ξ∈Rd

∣∣ ̂Dα(xβf)(ξ)
∣∣ ≤

∫
Rd

∣∣Dα(xβf)(x)
∣∣ dx <∞,

since Dα(xβf) ∈ S(Rd) ⊂ L1(Rd). Hence every seminorm pα,β(f̂) is finite.
Surjectivity and the fact that the inverse transform (̌·) also maps S(Rd) into itself follow by the

same type of computation, or by observing that ˇ(
f̂
)
= f for all f ∈ S(Rd). This completes the

proof.

Definition 5.8 (Tempered distribution). A tempered distribution on Rd is a continuous linear
functional

T : S(Rd) −→ C.

The space of all tempered distributions is denoted by S ′(Rd). That is,

S ′(Rd) =
{
T : S(Rd) → C linear

∣∣ T is continuous w.r.t. the Fréchet topology on S(Rd)
}
.

Continuity here means that whenever a sequence {φj} ⊂ S(Rd) converges to zero (in the sense that
each seminorm pα,β(φj) → 0), we have T (φj) → 0.

Typical examples include:

• Every (complex) Radon measure µ of finite total variation defines a tempered distribution via

Tµ(φ) =

∫
Rd

φ(x) dµ(x), φ ∈ S(Rd).
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• Every sufficiently regular function f ∈ L1
loc(Rd) that grows at most polynomially (e.g. f(x) =

(1 + |x|)m for some m) defines a tempered distribution by

Tf (φ) =

∫
Rd

f(x)φ(x) dx, φ ∈ S(Rd).

Definition 5.9 (Order of a tempered distribution). Let T ∈ S ′(Rd) be a tempered distribution (i.e.
a continuous linear functional on S(Rd)). We say that T is of order at most m if there exists a
constant C > 0 such that∣∣Tφ∣∣ ≤ C

∑
|α|≤m
|β|≤m

sup
x∈Rd

∣∣xα ∂βφ(x)∣∣ for all φ ∈ S(Rd).

The order of T is the least integer m for which such an estimate holds.

With these definitions in place, one often identifies a complex Radon measure µ of finite total
variation with the tempered distribution Tµ. Conversely, every tempered distribution is (by definition)
a continuous extension of such "nice" objects to all of S(Rd). Note that tempered distributions of
order 0 are bounded linear functionals, so they correspond to complex Radon measures.

Differentiation and multiplication. Suppose that T ∈ S ′(Rd) is a tempered distribution, and
u ∈ C∞(Rd) is a smooth function with polynomial growth, i.e., there exists C,N > 0 such that
|u(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|)N for all x ∈ Rd. In this way, for any test function φ ∈ S(Rd), the product
uφ ∈ S(Rd). Hence, we can define the multiplication uT as

⟨uT , φ⟩ := ⟨T, uφ⟩, ∀φ ∈ S(Rd).

For any multi-index α ∈ Nd, we can also define the derivative ∂αT as

⟨∂αT , φ⟩ := (−1)|α|⟨T, ∂αφ⟩, ∀φ ∈ S(Rd).

Support of a tempered distribution. Let T ∈ S ′(Rd). An open set U ⊂ Rd is said to be a
zero region for T if 〈

T, φ
〉

= 0, ∀φ ∈ S(Rd) with suppφ ⊂ U.

The support of T , denoted suppT , is the complement in Rd of the largest open zero region.
Equivalently, suppT is the smallest closed set K ⊂ Rd such that〈

T, φ
〉

= 0, ∀φ ∈ S(Rd) with suppφ ⊂ Rd \K.

Structures of compactly supported tempered distributions. In many cases, we will encounter
functions whose Fourier transform is compactly supported. Surprisingly, the finiteness of the order
of a tempered distribution connects with the compactness of its support.

Theorem 5.10 (Theorem 24.3, 24.4 in [Tre16]). Let T be a tempered distribution on Rd with
compact support. Then T is of finite order m < ∞, and there exists a family of Radon measures
{µp}p∈Nd,|p|≤m with supp(ρp) ⊂ supp(T ) such that

T =
∑

|α|≤m

dµp(x) ∂
α.

In other words, for any test function φ ∈ S(Rd), we have

⟨T, φ⟩ =
∑

|α|≤m

∫
Rd

∂αφ(x)dµp(x).
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Fourier transform of tempered distributions. The Fourier transform extends continuously
to the space of tempered distributions S ′(Rd). Concretely, if T ∈ S ′(Rd), its Fourier transform
T̂ ∈ S ′(Rd) is defined by 〈

T̂ , φ
〉

=
〈
T, φ̂

〉
, ∀φ ∈ S(Rd),

where
φ̂(ξ) =

∫
Rd

φ(x) e− i x·ξ dx.

In particular, T̂ is again a tempered distribution.

Functions with compactly supported Fourier transforms. The following theorem provides
an equivalence between compactly supported tempered distributions and Fourier transforms with
polynomial growth rate.

Theorem 5.11 (Paley–Wiener–Schwartz, Theorem 7.3.1 of [Hör83]). Let T ∈ S ′(Rd) by a tempered
distribution of order N . Then suppT ⊆ {x ∈ Rd : |x| ≤ R} for some R ≥ 0 if and only if its Fourier
transform T̂ extends to an entire function on Cd satisfying the following growth condition: there
exists a constant C > 0 such that∣∣T̂ (z)∣∣ ≤ C

(
1 + |z|

)N
exp
(
R |Imz|

)
, ∀ z ∈ Cd.

Conversely, any entire function on Cd satisfying such a bound is the Fourier transform of a unique
tempered distribution of order N supported in the closed ball {x : |x| ≤ R}.

5.3 Fourier algebra and pseudomeasures

5.3.1 Fourier algebra and pseudomeasures on Rd

See Chapter VI.1 and Chapter VI.4 of Katznelson’s book [Kat04] for a more detailed discussion of
the Fourier algebra and of pseudomeasures, and also Chapter 4.2 of Larsen’s book [Lar12] for an
explicit discussion of their connection via duality.

Definition 5.12. Let

A(Rd) := F(L1(Rd)) ⊂ L∞(Rd) with ∥a∥A := ∥F−1a∥L1 ,

and
PM(Rd) := F(L∞(Rd)) ⊃ L1(Rd) with ∥u∥PM := inf{∥g∥L∞ : u = ĝ}.

Then A(Rd) is a Banach algebra under pointwise multiplication called the Fourier algebra, and
PM(Rd) ⊂ S ′(Rd) is the space of pseudomeasures.

Duality / “Plancherel pairing” for (A,PM). Recall that L∞ is isomorphic to the dual of L1

(whereas (L∞)′ ⊊ L1). Transporting the L∞−L1 pairing by F yields an isomorphism

(A(Rd))′ ∼= PM(Rd), ⟨u, a⟩PM−A :=
1

(2π)n

∫
Rd

g(x)h(x) dx

for any representatives u = ĝ ∈ PM and a = ĥ ∈ A with g ∈ L∞, h ∈ L1. In the special case that
u ∈ L1, it follows from Plancherel’s theorem that this agrees with the natural pairing of u and a
given by ⟨u, a⟩L1−L∞ =

∫
u(x)a(x)dx =

∫
ĝ(x)ĥ(x)dx.

Sometimes instead of A(Rd) we consider the closely related Fourier-Stieltjes algebra (see Chapter
VI of [Kat04]):
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Definition 5.13. The Fourier-Stieltjes algebra on Rd, denoted by B(Rd) is given by the image of
the space of complex Radon measures under the Fourier transform. It is equipped with the norm
corresponding to the total variation of the measure:

∥f∥B = ∥F−1f∥TV .

5.3.2 Sobolev spaces and duality

We will use Sobolev spaces corresponding to the L1 and L∞ norms: we will consider negative
Sobolev spaces which enlarge L1 to contain some tempered distributions, and positive Sobolev spaces
which restrict L∞ to functions with bounded derivatives. See the textbook by Adams [AF03] for an
extensive reference on Sobolev spaces, including the below definitions and facts.

Definition 5.14 (Positive Sobolev space). For k ∈ N set

W k,∞(Rd) := {f ∈ L∞ : ∂αf ∈ L∞ for all |α| ≤ k}, ∥f∥Wk,∞ :=
∑
|α|≤k

∥∂αf∥L∞ .

Let W k,∞
0 (Rd) be the W k,∞-closure of C∞

0 (Rd), the space of smooth functions that vanish at infinity.

Note that W k,∞
0 is a proper subspace: for example, it does not contain the constant function 1.

Definition 5.15 (C∞
b and its Fourier image). Let

C∞
b := {f ∈ C∞ : ∥∂αf∥L∞ <∞ ∀α} =

⋂
m≥0

Wm,∞,

be the space of smooth functions with bounded derivatives, which is equipped with Fréchet seminorms
pα(f) = ∥∂αf∥∞. Define

Ĉ∞
b :=

{
u ∈ S ′ : (iξ)αu ∈ PM for all multiindices α

}
,

with seminorms ∥u∥PM,k :=
∑

|α|≤k ∥(iξ)αu∥PM . Then F : C∞
b → Ĉ∞

b is a Fréchet isomorphism.

Definition 5.16 (Negative Sobolev space). For k ∈ N,

W−k,1(Rd) :=
{
f ∈ S ′ : f =

∑
|α|≤k

∂αfα, fα ∈ L1(Rd)
}
,

with norm ∥f∥W−k,1 := inf
{∑

|α|≤k ∥fα∥L1

}
over such representations. Equivalently,

W−k,1(Rd) ∼=
(
W k,∞

0 (Rd)
)′
,

via ⟨φ, f⟩
Wk,∞

0 −W−k,1 =
∑

|α|≤k(−1)|α|
∫
fα ∂

αφ.

5.3.3 Fourier image of negative Sobolev spaces and Apoly

Definition 5.17. We write Ŵ−k,1 := F
(
W−k,1) ⊂ S ′(Rd) and give it the Banach norm

∥u∥
Ŵ−k,1

:=
∥∥F−1u

∥∥
W−k,1 .
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Proposition 5.18 (Concrete description of Ŵ−k,1). For each k ∈ N, we can explicitly write Ŵ−k,1

as an A(Rd)-module:
Ŵ−k,1 =

∑
|α|≤k

(iξ)αA(Rd).

Moreover, pointwise multiplication satisfies

Ŵ−k,1 · Ŵ−m,1 ⊂ ̂W−(k+m),1.

Proof sketch. If f =
∑

|α|≤k ∂
αgα with gα ∈ L1, then f̂ =

∑
|α|≤k(iξ)

αĝα ∈
∑

(iξ)αA. Conversely,
if u =

∑
|α|≤k(iξ)

αaα with aα = ĝα ∈ A, then F−1u =
∑

|α|≤k ∂
αgα ∈ W−k,1. For the product:

multiply two such finite sums and use that A is a Banach algebra; degrees add.

Definition 5.19 (Inductive limits). Define

W−∞,1 :=
⋃
k≥0

W−k,1 and Apoly := lim−→
k→∞

Ŵ−k,1 =
⋃
k≥0

Ŵ−k,1.

(We use the inductive-limit locally convex topology in both cases.) We call Apoly the polynomially-
weighted Fourier algebra.

Proposition 5.20 (Identification and algebra/module structure). With these topologies,

Apoly = Ŵ−∞,1,

Apoly is a locally convex algebra under pointwise multiplication, and an A-module.

Proof sketch. By definition, Apoly =
⋃
k Ŵ

−k,1, and ̂⋃
kW

−k,1 =
⋃
k Ŵ

−k,1. Algebra/module
statements follow from Proposition 5.18.

Remark 5.21 (Equivalence with the Beurling–Fourier union). Let A⟨ξ⟩m := {u : ⟨ξ⟩−mu ∈ A} which
is sometimes called a Beurling-Fourier algebra. Using ∂αJm ∈ L1 for |α| < m (Bessel kernels), one
gets (iξ)α⟨ξ⟩−m ∈ A for |α| < m, hence Ŵ−k,1 ↪→ A⟨ξ⟩m for m > k. Conversely, ⟨ξ⟩2m = (1+ |ξ|2)m

is a polynomial of degree 2m, so A⟨ξ⟩2m ↪→ ̂W−(2m),1. Thus

Apoly =
⋃
k≥0

Ŵ−k,1 =
⋃
m≥0

A⟨ξ⟩m .

5.3.4 Relation to smooth functions slowly increasing at infinity (multipliers)

Apoly contains the well-studied class of multipliers/multiplication operators, also known as the class
of C∞ functions slowly increasing at infinity (Definition 25.3 of [Tre16]). These functions are Fourier
transforms of convolutors/convolution operators, also known as distributions rapidly decreasing at
infinity. The space of convolutors contains the compact tempered distributions, continuous functions
rapidly decreasing at infinity, and other important classes — see Chapter 30 of Treves [Tre16] and
also the textbook [Lar12]. We review these concepts below.

Definition 5.22 (Convolutors O′
C(Rd)). We denote by O′

C(Rd) the space of distributions T ∈ D′(Rd)
with the following property: for every integer h ≥ 0 there exist an integer m(h) ≥ 0 and a finite
family {fp}p∈Nn, |p|≤m(h) ⊂ C0(Rd) such that

T =
∑

|p|≤m(h)

∂pxfp, and lim
|x|→∞

(1 + |x|)h |fp(x)| = 0 for all p ∈ Nn, |p| ≤ m(h).
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Equivalently, O′
C(Rd) is the space of those distributions for which the convolution operator φ 7→ T ∗φ

maps S(Rd) continuously into itself (“convolution operators on S”).

Definition 5.23 (Multipliers OM (Rd) and slow growth). A function a ∈ C∞(Rd) is called slowly
increasing at infinity if for every multi–index α ∈ Nn there exists Nα ∈ N and Cα > 0 such that

|∂αa(x)| ≤ Cα (1 + |x|)Nα for all x ∈ Rd.

We write
OM (Rd) :=

{
a ∈ C∞(Rd) : each ∂αa has at most polynomial growth

}
.

Equivalently, OM (Rd) is the space of multipliers of S(Rd): those a for which aφ ∈ S(Rd) for all
φ ∈ S(Rd), and the map φ 7→ aφ is continuous S → S.

Theorem 5.24 (Fourier transform: convolutors ↔ multipliers, Theorem 30.3 of [Tre16]). With the
above Fourier convention, the Fourier transform is a bijection

F : O′
C(Rd)

≃−−→ OM (Rd),

and it identifies convolution operators with multiplication operators in the sense that for every
T ∈ O′

C(Rd) and φ ∈ S(Rd),

T̂ ∗ φ = (T̂ ) φ̂, T̂ ∈ OM (Rd).

Conversely, for every a ∈ OM (Rd) there exists a unique T ∈ O′
C(Rd) with T̂ = a, and multiplication

φ 7→ aφ corresponds under F−1 to convolution φ 7→ T ∗ φ on S(Rd).

Corollary 5.25. For all n ≥ 1, OM (Rd) ⊂ Apoly(Rd).

Proof. Note that applying the definition of O′
C with h > n implies that each fp ∈ L1, so indeed

OM (Rd) ⊂ Apoly(Rd).

Remark 5.26. We also easily see that Apoly is a strictly larger space than the space of multipliers,
because it is not contained in C∞.

6 Dimension-free polynomial approximation

6.1 Fourier representation of approximation error

Let µ be a probability measure on Rd such that all moments exist. Let f ∈ Apoly(Rd), so there exists
some k and fα ∈ A(Rd) such that

f(z) =
∑
|α|≤k

(iz)αfα.

Note that any such function f has at most polynomial growth and therefore is guaranteed to be
square-integrable under µ:

Lemma 6.1. Apoly(Rd) ⊂ L2(µ).

Proof. Consider f as above, and observe by Cauchy-Schwarz that

Eµ|f |2 ≤

∑
|α|≤k

Ez∼µ|z|2α
∑

|α|≤k

Eµ|fα|2
 <∞.

The first sum is bounded because all moments of µ exist, and the second is bounded because fα
is the inverse Fourier transform of a function in L1(Rd), so it is uniformly bounded by Hölder’s
inequality.
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Our analysis starts with the following key lemma:

Lemma 6.2. Let r be the L2(µ) orthogonal projection of f onto any closed subspace and let

φ(ξ) =

∫
eiξ·z r̄(z) dµ(z).

Then
∥r∥2µ =

1

(2π)n

∫ ∑
|α|≤k

f̂α(ξ)∂
αφ(ξ) dξ

where f̂α ∈ L1 is the Fourier transform of fα.

Proof. Since f = r + (f − r) is an orthogonal decomposition, we know that

⟨r, r⟩µ = ⟨f, r⟩µ =

∫
f r̄ dµ =

∑
|α|≤k

∫
fα(z)(iz)

αr̄(z) dµ(z). (6.1)

Each fα is the inverse Fourier transform of a function in L1 by assumption, so letting f̂α be the
Fourier transform we have∫

fα(z)(iz)
αr̄(z) dµ(z) =

1

(2π)n

∫ ∫
f̂α(ξ)e

iξz(iz)αr̄(z) dξ dµ(z). (6.2)

Observe that the integrand of (6.2) is absolutely integrable, because∫ ∫
|f̂α(ξ)||z|α|r(z)|dξdµ(z) = ∥f̂α∥L1

∫
|z|α|r(z)|dµ(z)

and by Cauchy-Schwarz and the assumption that all moments exist,∫
|z|α|r(z)|dµ(z) ≤

√∫
|z|2αdµ(z)

√∫
|r(z)|2dµ(z) <∞.

Therefore, we are justified to apply Fubini’s theorem to the right hand side of (6.2) and obtain

1

(2π)n

∫ ∫
f̂α(ξ)e

iξz(iz)αr̄(z) dξ dµ(z) =
1

(2π)n

∫
f̂α(ξ)

∫
eiξz(iz)αr̄(z) dµ(z) dξ

=
1

(2π)n

∫
f̂α(ξ)∂

αφ(ξ) dξ.

where in the last step we recognized the derivative of φ. Therefore, returning to (6.1) we find that

⟨r, r⟩µ =
1

(2π)n

∫ ∑
|α|≤k

f̂α(ξ)∂
αφ(ξ) dξ.
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6.1.1 Fourier-Stieltjes variant

For convenience, we state a variant of the above results when the function is represented as
a polynomially-weighted sum of Fourier-Stieltjes functions. This is equivalent to the previous
statement because of the standard fact3 that every Radon measure can be written as the sum of a
function in L1 and the divergence of a vector-valued function in L1. Therefore the function f below
still represents an element of the same space Apoly; this also follows from Theorem 30.3 of [Tre16].

Lemma 6.3. Let
f(z) =

∑
|α|≤k

(iz)αfα

where each fα ∈ B(Rd), so fα(z) = 1
(2π)n

∫
eiξ·zdρα and ρα is a complex Radon measure. Let r be

the L2(µ) orthogonal projection of f onto any closed subspace and let

φ(ξ) =

∫
eiξ·z r̄(z) dµ(z).

Then
∥r∥2µ =

1

(2π)n

∑
|α|≤k

∫
∂αφ(ξ) dρα(ξ)

Proof. The same proof applies — see Theorem 7.26 of Folland’s textbook [Fol99] for the suitable
generalization of Fubini’s theorem to Radon measures, which directly implies the analogous statement
for complex Radon measures.

6.2 Measure specific upper bounds

Let µ be a continuous probability density on Rd such that
∫
|xα|µ(x)dx <∞ for every multi-index

α ∈ Nd. Suppose that f ∈ Apoly(Rd) ∩ L2(µ), and let pD be its orthogonal projection in L2(µ) onto
the space P≤D of polynomials of total degree at most D and rD = f − pD. Then Theorem 6.2
and Theorem 6.3 provide a characterization of ∥rD∥2µ in terms of f̂ and φ(ξ) = F [rD · µ](ξ). In
applications, the Fourier transform of f is determined by the structure of learning targets. In many
cases, the Fourier transform f̂ decays in high-frequency components. Therefore, it suffices to control
φ(ξ) for ξ in a bounded region, as the degree of the approximating polynomial increases.

In what follows, we characterize the growth of φ(ξ) under specific assumptions on µ. We follow
the techniques from complex analysis as in Section 4.2 and generalize them to Rd. We start with a
claim that φ is a bounded function with an order-D zero at the origin.

Lemma 6.4 (Moment–derivative vanishing). It holds that ∂αξ φ(0) = 0 for every |α| ≤ D. For any
directions v1, v2, . . . , vk ∈ Sd−1 with k ≤ D, this implies that ∂kφ(ξ)[v1, v2, . . . , vk] = 0. Moreover,
we have that for any k ∈ N and ξ ∈ Rd that

sup
ξ∈Rd

|∂kφ(ξ)[v1, v2, . . . , vk]| = ∥r∥µ
∥∥∥ k∏
j=1

⟨vj , x⟩
∥∥∥
µ
<∞.

Additionally, φ ∈ C∞(Rd).
3Let Γ be the fundamental solution of the Laplacian on Rn so ∆Γ = δ0 and choose χ ∈ C∞

c with χ ≡ 1 near 0, set
K := χ∇Γ and ϕ := −(∇χ) · ∇Γ; then δ0 = ϕ+ divK with ϕ,K ∈ L1

c by Theorem 3.3.2 of [Hör83], hence for any
finite measure µ, µ = (ϕ ∗ µ) dx+ div(K ∗ µ) with ϕ ∗ µ ∈ L1 and K ∗ µ ∈ L1(Rn;Rn).
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Proof of Theorem 6.4. By the definition of φ, it follows that

∂kφ(ξ)[v1, . . . , vk] =

∫
Rd

(−i)k
k∏
j=1

⟨vj , x⟩e−iξ·xr(x)µ(dx).

At ξ = 0, last integral vanishes whenever k ≤ D, since
∏k
j=1⟨vj , x⟩ is a polynomial of degree less than

or equal to D, and are orthogonal to r in L2(µ). For general ξ ∈ Rd, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality to obtain that

∣∣∂kφ(ξ)[v1, . . . , vk]∣∣ ≤ ∫
Rd

∣∣∣ k∏
j=1

⟨vj , x⟩
∣∣∣|r(x)|µ(dx) ≤ ∥r∥µ

∥∥∥ k∏
j=1

⟨vj , x⟩
∥∥∥
µ
<∞.

This concludes the desired result.

This lemma establishes the global upper bound and the zero property of φ(ξ). Suppose that
f̂ decays for large ξ, the boundedness of φ(ξ) with Theorem 4.3 implies that ∥rD∥µ is controlled
by the local growth of φ(ξ) around the origin. In addition, the zero property helps to control the
growth of φ(ξ) locally around the origin. In particular, we can generalize Theorems 3.4 and 3.7 to
Rd by applying them along each direction of the input space Rd.

Strictly sub-exponential bound. We first introduce the strictly sub-exponential distributions
on Rd.

Definition 6.5 (Strictly sub-exponential distribution). Fix r ≥ 1. A distribution µ on Rd is
r-strictly sub-exponential if for any u ∈ Sd−1 and t ∈ R, it holds that ∥e⟨x,u⟩t∥µ ≤ A exp((K|t|)r)
for some constants A,K > 0.

In this case, we have the following generalization of Theorem 3.7.

Lemma 6.6. For an r-strictly sub-exponential distribution µ on Rd and f ∈ Apoly(Rd), let φ(ξ) =
F [rD · µ](ξ). Then we have for any ξ ∈ Rd with D > r(K∥ξ∥2)r, that

|φ(ξ)| ≤ A∥r∥µ
(er
D

)D/r
(K∥ξ∥2)D.

In addition, for any v1, v2, . . . , vk ∈ Sd−1 with k ≤ D, it holds that∣∣∂kφ(ξ)[v1, v2, . . . , vk]∣∣ ≤ √
A ∥r∥µκ4(v1, v2, . . . , vk)

( er

D − k

)(D−k)/r
(2K∥ξ∥2)D−k,

where κ4(v1, v2, . . . , vk) =
∥∥∥(∏k

j=1⟨vj , x⟩
)2∥∥∥1/2

µ
.

Proof of Theorem 6.6. For the upper bound of |φ(ξ)|, we consider the one-dimensional function
φu(ζ) = φ(uζ) for fixed u ∈ Sd−1. Then φu is entire on C and can be expressed as

φu(ζ) =

∫
Rd

e−iζ⟨u,x⟩r(x)µ(dx).

Then φu is entire on C and satisfies

|φu(ζ)| ≤ ∥r∥µ ∥e|⟨u,x⟩|·|Re(ζ)|∥µ
≤ A∥r∥µ exp

(
(K|Re(ζ)|)r

)
≤ A∥r∥µ exp

(
(K|ζ|)r

)
.
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By Theorem 6.4, φu has an order-D zero at the origin. Applying Theorem 3.7 to φu, when
D > r(K|ζ|)r, we obtain

|φu(ζ)| ≤ A∥r∥µ
(er
D

)D/r
(K|ζ|)D.

Setting ζ = ∥ξ∥2 and u = ξ/∥ξ∥2, we have |φ(ξ)| = |φu(∥ξ∥2)|, last inequality implies that when

D > r(K∥ξ∥2)r, |φ(ξ)| ≤ A∥r∥µ
(
er
D

)D/r
(K∥ξ∥2)D. This completes the first part of the proof. For

the directional derivatives, fix v1, . . . , vk ∈ Sd−1 with k ≤ D and define

φ(k)
u (ζ) =

∫
Rd

k∏
j=1

⟨vj , x⟩ · e−iζ⟨u,x⟩r(x)µ(dx).

Similar to Theorem 6.4, this function has an order at least D − k zero at the origin. Using
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality repeatedly yields that

|φ(k)
u (ζ)| ≤ ∥r∥µ

∥∥∥ k∏
j=1

⟨vj , x⟩ · e|⟨u,x⟩|·|Re(ζ)|
∥∥∥
µ

≤ ∥r∥µ κ4(v1, . . . , vk) · ∥e2|⟨u,x⟩|·|Re(ζ)|∥1/2µ

≤
√
A ∥r∥µ κ4(v1, . . . , vk) exp

(
(2K|ζ|)r/2

)
.

Applying Theorem 3.7 when D − k > r(2K|ζ|)r, we obtain

|φ(k)
u (ζ)| ≤

√
A ∥r∥µ κ(v1, . . . , vk)

( er

D − k

)(D−k)/r
(2K|ζ|)D−k.

This completes the proof by setting ζ = ∥ξ∥2 and u = ξ/∥ξ∥2.

In comparison to Theorem 3.7, we also include the upper bound of the directional derivatives of
φ(ξ). This bound is useful for some target functions, where the Fourier transform f̂ , as a tempered
distribution, contains some high-order derivatives that act on φ(ξ).

Sub-exponential bound. We say that a distribution µ on Rd is sub-exponential if, for some K > 0
and any u ∈ Sd−1, it holds that ∥e|⟨x,u⟩|/K∥µ ≤ e. In this case, we have the following generalization
of Theorem 3.4.

Lemma 6.7. Let µ be a sub-exponential distribution on Rd and f ∈ L2(µ). Let φ(ξ) = F [rD · µ](ξ),
where rD is the residual function after projecting f onto polynomial space of degree at most D. Then
for any ξ ∈ Rd, it holds that

|φ(ξ)| ≤ ∥r∥µ tanh
(Kπ∥ξ∥2

4

)D
.

In addition, for any v1, v2, . . . , vk ∈ Sd−1 with k ≤ D, it holds that

∣∣∂kφ(ξ)[v1, v2, . . . , vk]∣∣ ≤ ∥r∥µ κ4(v1, v2, . . . , vk) tanh
(Kπ∥ξ∥2

2

)D−k
,

where κ4(v1, v2, . . . , vk) =
∥∥∥(∏k

j=1⟨vj , x⟩
)2∥∥∥1/2

µ
.
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Proof of Theorem 6.7. For any fixed u ∈ Sd−1, we consider the one-dimensional function φu(ζ) =
φ(uζ) for ζ ∈ C. Then φu is strip-analytic and

|φu(ζ)| ≤ ∥r∥µ ∥e|⟨u,x⟩|·|Im(ζ)|∥µ ≤ e∥r∥µ,

when |Im(ζ)| ≤ K. By Theorem 6.4, φu has an order-D zero at the origin. Applying Theorem 3.4,
we obtain that

|φu(ζ)| ≤ ∥r∥µ tanh(
Kπ|ζ|

4
)D.

Setting ζ = ∥ξ∥2 and u = ξ/∥ξ∥2, we have

|φ(ξ)| = |φu(∥ξ∥2)| ≤ ∥r∥µ tanh(
Kπ∥ξ∥2

4
)D.

This completes the proof for the first part. For the second part, we define

φ(k)
u (ζ) =

∫
Rd

k∏
j=1

⟨vj , x⟩ · e−iζ⟨u,x⟩r(x)µ(dx).

Then setting ζ = ∥ξ∥2 and u = ξ/∥ξ∥2 yields φ(k)
u (ζ) = ∂kφ(ξ)[v1, v2, . . . , vk]. Similar to Theorem 6.4,

this function has an order at least D − k zero at the origin. Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies that

|φ(k)
u (ζ)| ≤ ∥r∥µ

∥∥∥ k∏
j=1

⟨vj , x⟩ · e|⟨u,x⟩|·|Im(ζ)|
∥∥∥
µ

≤ ∥r∥µ κ4(v1, . . . , vk) · ∥e2|⟨u,x⟩|·|Im(ζ)|∥1/2µ

≤ e1/2 ∥r∥µ κ4(v1, . . . , vk),

for |Im(ζ)| ≤ K/2. Invoking Theorem 3.4 when 2|Im(ζ)| ≤ K, we obtain that

|φ(k)
u (ζ)| ≤ e−1/2∥r∥µ κ4(v1, . . . , vk) tanh(

Kπ|ζ|
2

)D−k.

Setting ζ = ∥ξ∥2 and u = ξ/∥ξ∥2 completes the proof.

General case of Carleman’s condition. As in the one-dimensional case, whenever we have a
distribution such that all of its 1-dimensional projections satisfy Carleman’s moment condition, we
can mirror the argument from the sub-exponential case and appeal to Theorem 3.10.

Summary. In combination with Theorems 6.2 and 6.3, these two lemmas provide powerful tools
to bound the polynomial approximation error for various learning targets and data distributions.
In the sequel, we apply them to two specific examples: smoothed analysis of agnostic learning and
agnostically learning neural networks. In the first case, targets are smoothed with Gaussian kernels,
whose Fourier transforms decay exponentially. In the second case, explicit structure of the neural
networks with various activations can be well characterized in the Fourier transform.
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7 Application: Smoothed analysis of learning

We now use our theory of polynomial approximation for general function to analyze the sample
complexity of smoothed analysis of agnostic learning in the classification problem [CKK+24, ST04].
In this setting, the learner aims to find a hypothesis with classification error that matches the best
smoothed classification error of the function in a given function class. The smoothed error means
that the hypothesis is evaluated on the input data corrupted by Gaussian noise. Formally, we have
the following setup.

Definition 7.1 (Smoothed agnostic learning). Fix ε, σ > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1) and let γd be the standard
Gaussian distribution on Rd. Suppose that µ is a distribution over Rd × {±1} and H is a hypothesis
class where each element h ∈ H is a function from Rd to {±1}. And let D = {(xi, yi)}i∈[n] be n iid
samples drawn from µ. We say that an algorithm A that takes D as input and outputs a hypothesis
f : Rd → {±1} learns H in the σ–smoothed agnostic setting if with probability at least 1− δ over the
draw of D, it holds that

Pµ(h(x) ̸= y) ≤ optσ,H + ε, where optσ,H = inf
f∈H

Ez∼γd [Pµ(f(x+ σz) ̸= y)]. (7.1)

Following the settings of [CKK+24], we focus on learning the class of low-dimensional functions
that is defined as

H(k) = {f : Rd → {±1} : h(x) = h(projUx) for some k–dimensional subspace U ⊂ Rd},

for some integer k ≤ d.
A critical step in constructing such a learning algorithm is to establish polynomial approximation

for functions in H(k) in the smoothed input distribution. Provided the polynomial approximations,
polynomial regression is able to achieve the desired learning guarantees. In the setting of smoothed
analysis, the effect of the input Gaussian noise can be casted into smoothing the target function.
We define the Gaussian smoothing operator Tσ : f 7→ Tσf that maps any function f ∈ L∞(Rd) to

Tσf(x) :=

∫
Rd

f(x+ σz) · dγd(z).

In the frequency domain, this operation is equivalent to multiplying4 the Fourier transform with a
Gaussian kernel, i.e.,

F [Tσf ](ξ) = F [f ](ξ) · exp{−σ2∥ξ∥22/2}.

Since we are measuring the un-smoothed classification error for a candidate hypothesis, it is never
worse to use the smoothed function Tσf to predict the label with real input, than using original
function f over smoothed input. Concretely, Jensen’s inequality implies that

E(x,y)∼µ[|Tσf(x)− y|] = E(x,y)∼µ
∣∣Ez∼γd [f(x+ σz)− y]

∣∣
≤ Ez,(x,y)[|f(x+ σz)− y|]. (7.2)

Suppose that fopt attains optσ,H defined in Eq. (7.1), then the right hand side is exactly 2optσ,H.
Once we find a polynomial P such that Ex∼µx [|Tσfopt(x)− P (x)|] < ε, it holds that

E(x,y)[|P (x)− y|] ≤ E(x,y)[|Tσfopt(x)− y|] + Ex[|Tσfopt(x)− P (x)|]
≤ 2optσ,H + ε. (7.3)

4Multiplication between a tempered distribution and C∞ function is well defined, see Section 5.2
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And using the technique of thresholding yields the desired hypothesis. We defer the details of the
approximating polynomial and polynomial regression to Section 7.1 and Section 7.2 respectively.
Now we summarize the main result on the sample complexity of learning H(k) in the smoothed
agnostic setting.

Theorem 7.2. Fix σ, ε > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1). There exists an algorithm that learns H(k) in the
σ-smoothed agnostic setting with excess error ε and confidence 1− δ using i.i.d. samples of

1. size n = O
(
ε−2
(
dO((

k log(k/σ)+log(1/ε)

σ2 )r/2) + log(1/δ)
))

under r-strictly sub-exponential input;

2. size n = O
(
ε−2
(
d(ε

−1kk)O(σ−1)
+ log(1/δ)

))
under sub-exponential input.

Proof. See Section B.2.

We compare our results with Theorem 3.9 and Proposition 3.8 in [CKK+24] from several aspects.
Remarkably, our result does not require the function class to have finite Gaussian surface area,
which is a key assumption in [CKK+24]. Second, the degree of the approximating polynomial
in Theorem 7.2 has better dependence on the intrinsic dimension k and the accuracy ε. In the
Proposition 3.8 of [CKK+24], the degree of the polynomial approximation is O

(
(k/(σε2))O(r3)

) 5. In

contrast, our polynomial approximation requires only degree Õ
((

(k log(1/ε))/σ2
)r/2). We remove

the polynomial dependence on ε−1 in the degree of the approximating polynomial and improve
the exponent of k from O(r3) to O(r). Additionally, our technique applies to a broader family of
input distributions including sub-exponential distributions, while [CKK+24] only handles strictly
sub-exponential distributions. Hence, we successfully extend the smoothed analysis of learning to a
wider range of input distributions with improved sample complexity.

We elaborate more on the first difference by looking into the polynomial approximation procedure.
Although both results rely on polynomial approximations of the smoothed target functions, the
initial procedure depicted above deviates from [CKK+24]. The analysis presented in [CKK+24] first
introduces Tρf with small ρ using the Gaussian surface area assumption over the function f . In
this way, the function Tρf approximates f well in the sense that E[|Tρf(x +

√
1− ρ2z) − f(x +

z)|] < ε/2. Then, they construct a randomized polynomial Pz(x) that approximates Tρf over the
smoothed input distribution, i.e., Ez,x[|Tρf(x+

√
1− ρ2z)−Pz(x)|] < ε/2. As a result, it holds that

Ex,z[|f(x+ z)− Pz(x)|] < ε. And

Ez,(x,y)[|Pz(x)− y|] ≤ Ez,(x,y)[|f(x+ z)− y|] + Ez,(x,y)[|Tρf(x+
√
1− ρ2z)− Pz(x)|]. (7.4)

For an appropriate choice of f , Eq. (7.4) implies that the corresponding polynomial Pz achieves the
smoothed optimality up to ε. However, if we first derive a polynomial P (x) to approximate T1f(x)
following Eq. (7.2), then the second term in Eq. (7.4) can no longer be controlled using Jensen’s
inequality. In fact, the approach in [CKK+24] introduced some unnecessary randomness as the
intermediate targets, and potentially incurs a higher degree to approximate the target function.

7.1 Polynomial approximation of smoothed targets

With the reduction in Eq. (7.3), it now suffices to find a polynomial approximation to the smoothed
function Tσf using the results in Section 6.

Since the target function f ∈ H(k) only depends on a k-dimensional projection of the input,
we can reduce the polynomial approximation problem in Rd to that in Rk. Once we identified an

5Our definition of the strictly sub-exponential distribution is equivalent to theirs with relation r = 1 + α−1.
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approximating polynomial in Rk, we can lift it to Rd by composing with the projection operator of
the oracle subspace associated with f . This helps to provide better dependence that scales with the
intrinsic dimension k instead of the ambient dimension d.

To apply the results in Section 6, we need to control the Fourier transform of the smoothed
target function. Although the original target function f is bounded and can be naturally regarded
as a tempered distribution, structural properties of its Fourier transform are hard to characterize
without further assumptions. Indeed, we can construct bounded functions like Dirac comb whose
Fourier transforms does not decay at all. However, with the concentration assumptions on the input
distribution, we can truncate the target function to a bounded domain without incurring much error.
The following lemma is a convenient tool to control the error induced by truncating the tail of a
smoothed function for distributions with exponentially decaying tail.

Lemma 7.3. Let µ be a probability measure on Rd satisfying that

sup
u∈Sd−1

Px∼µ
(
|⟨u, x⟩| > t

)
≤ A exp

(
− (t/b)c

)
, (7.5)

for some b > 0, c > 0 and A > 0 and all t > 0. Let f be a bounded function on Rd with
∥f∥L∞(Rd) ≤ M . Then for every ε > 0, if we set R > 2(σ + b) ·

(
log(2A/ε2) + d log 5

)1/c′, where
c′ = min{c, 2}, it holds that that ∥Tσf − Tσ(f · 1BR

)∥µ ≤Mε.

Proof. See Section B.1.

This lemma indicates that we can resort to approximating the smoothed version of the truncated
target Tσ(f · 1BR

) with properly chosen R. Since f · 1BR
is compactly supported and bounded, its

Fourier transform is bounded and decays as suggested by Riemann-Lebesgue lemma. However, the
decay rate is guaranteed in general since the original function is not necessarily smooth. Fortunately,
the Gaussian smoothing further guarantees that the Fourier transform of Tσ(f · 1BR

) decays
exponentially fast. Similar the one-dimension result in Theorem 4.4, we have that the integral of the
Fourier transform outside a ball can be bounded with an exponentially decaying term in Ω. On the
other hand, choosing appropriate D leads to an upper bound on |φ(ξ)| for ξ ∈ BD, and leads to the
following polynomial approximation result.

Proposition 7.4. Suppose that ε, σ > 0. Let µ be a probability measure on Rd. Then, for any
functions f ∈ H(k) : Rd → {±1}. there exists a polynomial P with total degree

1. O
(( log(ε−1)+k log(1/σ)

σ2

)r/2) under r-strictly sub-exponential µ with r ≤ 2;

2. O
(( log(ε−1)+k log(k/σ)

σ2

)r/2) under r-strictly sub-exponential µ with r > 2;

3. O
((
ε−1(k/σ)k

)O(1/σ)) under sub-exponential µ,

such that ∥Tσf − P∥L2(µ) ≤ ε.

Proof. See Section B.1.

7.2 Polynomial regression learns smoothed targets

Once we know that there is a polynomial that approximates the smoothed target function, the
polynomial thresholding functions (PTFs) are adequate to learn the targets in the smoothed setting,
once the degree is sufficiently large. In the sequel, we denote PD as the subspace of all polynomials
over Rd with degree at most D.
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Algorithm 1 Polynomial Regression for Smoothed Learning
Require: Training data D = {(xi, yi)}ni=1 iid sampled from distribution µ, degree D.
1: Solve the L1 polynomial regression problem: P̂D = argminP∈PD

n−1
∑n

i=1 |P (xi)− yi|.
2: Solve the one-dimensional optimization problem: t̂D = argmint∈[−1,1](2n)

−1
∑n

i=1 |sign(P (xi)−
t)− yi|.

3: return The polynomial threshold classifier ĥD(x) = sign(P̂D(x)− t̂).

Lemma 7.5. Fix σ > 0, ε ∈ (0, 1). Let µ be a distribution over Rd × {±1}. If for any target
f ∈ H(k), there exists a polynomial P of degree Dε such that ∥Tσf − P∥L2(µ) ≤ ε/4, then there
exists a procedure that takes n = O

(
ε−2dDε log(1/δ)

)
training samples, operates in poly(n, d) time,

and outputs a polynomial threshold classifier ĥ such that with probability at least 1− δ,

P(x,y)∼µ(h(x) ̸= y) ≤ optσ,H(k) + ε.

Proof. See Section B.2.

This result essentially follows from the technique of L1-polynomial regression with a standard
replication technique (as in e.g. [KKMS08]). Combining Theorem 7.4 and Theorem 7.5 yields the
main result stated in Theorem 7.2.

8 Application: Distribution-free learning of intersections of halfs-
paces

In this section we illustrate an interesting application of the polynomial approximation results
combined with dimension reduction, inspired by the previous work of Chandrasekaran et al [CKK+24].
First we start with a definition of an intersection of halfspaces with margin:

Definition 8.1. An intersections of K halfspaces with γ margin with respect to a (possibly infinite)
collection of vectors X contained in the unit ball is specified by vectors w1, . . . , wk in the unit ball B.
These vectors must satisfy the requirement that X ⊂ B+ ∪B−, where the region B+ is defined by

B+ = {x ∈ B : ∀i ∈ [k], ⟨wi, x⟩ ≥ 0}

and similarly the region containing negative examples is

B− = {x ∈ B : ∃i ∈ [k], ⟨wi, x⟩ ≤ −γ}.

Fix a collection of vectors w1, . . . , wK ∈ B, let γ > 0, and define B+, B− to be an intersection
of halfspaces as above. Suppose there is an arbitrary distribution P over the unit ball B in Rn
which is supported almost surely in B+ ∪B−, and let x(1), . . . , x(N) be i.i.d. samples from P. Let
X = {x(1), . . . , x(N)} denote the training set. Suppose also that for every point xi we also observe a
label yi = 1(xi ∈ B+). We show how to learn an improper predictor of the label from the training
set which will generalize well, i.e. predicts the correct label with probability 1− ϵ for a fresh sample
from P .

Theorem 8.2. There exists a polynomial time algorithm (see below) for the problem of learning an
intersection of K halfspaces with margin γ obtaining the following guarantee. For any δ, ε > 0, with
probability at least 1− δ the algorithm outputs a classifier with accuracy 1− ε using

N = eΘ(log
1.5(2K/ϵ) log2(log(K/ϵ)/γ2)/γ3) log(1/δ)

samples and runtime poly(N).
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Remark 8.3 (Comparison to Corollary 1.6 of [CKK+24]). In the previous work of [CKK+24],
they analyzed a similar algorithm: they used a randomized projection to m̃ dimensions, where m̃ is
somewhat larger than our choice of m, perform polynomial regression, and use replication to boost
the success probability. For the proof, they reduced to their smoothed analysis setting using the same
setting of σ, and then applied their Theorem C.7 which leads to a sample complexity of

Ñ = (m̃)O((Γ/ϵ)4 log(1/ϵ)/σ2) log(1/δ) = eO(log2(K) log(K/ϵ) log(1/ϵ) log(m̃)/γ2ϵ4) log(1/δ)

since their parameter Γ = O(
√
logK) by Lemma A.2 of [CKK+24], and we can find from the proof

of Theorem C.7 that log(m̃) = O(log(K/ϵγ)).
To summarize, our guarantee is of the form exp(poly(log k, 1/γ, log(1/ϵ))) compared to the

previous guarantee of the form exp(poly(log k, 1/γ, 1/ϵ)). Our result has an improved dependence on
the error parameter ϵ, as the runtime and sample complexity are quasipolynomial in 1/ϵ instead of
exponential.

8.1 Preliminaries

In our argument we use some standard results which can be found in the textbook [Ver18], whose
notation we follow. We only need to refer to these notations and facts in this section.

Facts about sub-exponential random variables. For a random variable X, we define the
sub-exponential norm

∥X∥ψ1 = inf{K > 0 : E exp(|X|/K) ≤ 2}

and sub-Gaussian norm
∥X∥ψ2 =

√
∥X2∥ψ1 .

The product of sub-Gaussian random variables is always sub-exponential , regardless of depen-
dence/independence.

Lemma 8.4 (Lemma 2.8.6 of [Ver18]). If X and Y are sub-Gaussian then XY is sub-exponential
with

∥XY ∥ψ1 ≤ ∥X∥ψ2∥Y ∥ψ2 .

The sub-exponential norm also satisfies a centering inequality.

Lemma 8.5 (Equation 2.26 of [Ver18]). For any sub-exponential random variable X,

∥X − EX∥ψ1 ≲ ∥X∥ψ1 .

In the dimension reduction argument we use the following sub-exponential Bernstein inequality.

Theorem 8.6 (Theorem 2.9.1 of [Ver18]). There exists an absolute constant c > 0 such that the
following result holds. Let X1, . . . , Xn be independent mean-zero sub-exponential random variables.
Then

P(

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Xi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

(
−cmin

(
t2∑n

i=1 ∥Xi∥2ψ1

,
t

maxi ∥Xi∥ψ1

))
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Johnson-Lindenstrauss (JL) lemma. Our dimension reduction analysis uses ideas similar to a
standard proof of JL.

Lemma 8.7 (Theorem 5.3.1 and Exercise 5.14 of [Ver18]). Let x1, . . . , xN ∈ Rn be arbitrary points,
and let ϵ > 0. Let A be an m×n random matrix with i.i.d. Rademacher entries (i.e., Uni{±1}) and
let Q = A/

√
m. Then if m = Ω(ϵ−2 log(N)), it holds with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−Ω(ϵ2m))

that
(1− ϵ)∥xi − xj∥2 ≤ ∥Q(xi − xj)∥ ≤ (1 + ϵ)∥xi − xj∥

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ N .

8.2 Algorithm and analysis

A key point is that we can estimate the inner products using dimension reduction (as in, e.g.,
[AV06, CKK+24]). Let A be an m×n random matrix with i.i.d. Rademacher entries (i.e. Uni{±1})
and let Q = A/

√
m. Note that by the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma (Theorem 8.7), as long as

m≫ log(k) then
∥Qwi∥2 ≤ 2 (8.1)

for all i ∈ [k] with probability at least 99%. We also have the following guarantees which cover large
portions, but not the entirety, of the training set.

Proposition 8.8. Suppose that m ≫ log(k/ϵ)/γ2, then with probability at least 99% over the
randomness of Q, 1− ϵ proportion of the points Qx satisfy that for all i ∈ [K]

|⟨Qx,Qwi⟩ − ⟨x,wi⟩| ≤ γ/10. (8.2)

Furthermore, if ξ ∼ N(0,Σ) is independent noise for Σ ∈ RK×K a covariance matrix such that for
all i ∈ [K], Σ2

ii ≤ σ2 := γ2/100 log(2K/ϵ), then under the same event on Q, we have that for 1− ϵ
proportion of the points Qx that

P(∀i ∈ [K] : |⟨Qx,Qwi⟩+ ξ − ⟨x,wi⟩| ≤ γ/5 | Q) ≥ 1− ϵ.

Proof. First we prove the result without the added Gaussian noise. For any x ∈ X , i ∈ [m], and
k ∈ [K], ∑

j

Qijxj

∑
j

Qij(wk)j

 =
∑
j,k

QijxjQ1kwk

is a sub-exponential random variable with mean ⟨x,wi⟩ and ∥ · ∥ψ1-norm O(1) (by the fact that a
product of sub-Gaussians is sub-exponential from Lemma 8.5). So combined with the centering in-
equality (Lemma 8.5) and Bernstein’s inequality for sub-exponential random variables (Theorem 8.6),
we have that for a fixed x and k ∈ [K]

P (|⟨Qx,Qwk⟩ − ⟨x,wk⟩| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp(−Ω(min(t2m, tm)))

Hence taking t = γ/10 and under our condition on m, we can ensure by union bounding over k ∈ [K]
and applying linearity of expectation that

1

|X|
E#{x ∈ X : (8.2) does not hold} < 0.0001ϵ.

The first conclusion then follows from Markov’s inequality.
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Now, with the additional Gaussian noise we have by the union bound and standard Gaussian
tail bound that

P(max
i

|ξi| ≥ t) ≤ 2K exp(−t2/σ2) = ϵ

where we again took t = γ/10, so the second conclusion follows from the first one by applying the
triangle inequality and the union bound.

Proposition 8.9. Suppose that m ≫ log(1/ϵ). Then with with probability at least 99% over the
randomness of Q, 1− ϵ of the ∥Qx∥2 are at most 2.

Therefore, as long as we satisfy the conditions on m above, with probability at least 97% over Q,
the events corresponding to Equation (8.1), Proposition 8.8, and Proposition 8.9 hold simultaneously.
Note that under these three events, we can classify 1− 2ϵ fraction of points successfully based on
their Q-embeddings by computing sign(⟨Qx,Qwi⟩) for all i ∈ [K].

Also, from the second guarantee of Proposition B.2 and the fact that ∥Qwi∥2 ≤ 2 under (8.1),
with probability at least 95% if we also add independent Gaussian noise N(0, γ2/ log(k/ϵ)I) to Qx,
then in expectation over the randomness of the Gaussian noise6 , we can classify at least 1 − 3ϵ
fraction of points successfully based on their noised embedding. This last observation is useful
because it means we can apply polynomial approximation results which hold in the smoothed analysis
of learning setting.

This leads us to the following learning algorithm (which we will combine with a standard reduction
to boost the probability of success):

1. Sample Q = A/
√
m as above. Here m = Θ(log(k/ϵ)/γ2).

2. Restrict the training set to those x with ∥Qx∥2 ≤ 2.

3. Run L1 polynomial regression of degree D on the remaining dataset (Qxi, yi)i to obtain
polynomial fD.

4. Output x 7→ sign(fD(⟨Qx, y)) as the final classifier.

Proof of Theorem 8.2. By Theorem 7.2 it we let σ = γ/
√
log(k/ϵ) and set

D = Θ
(
σ−1(log(1/ϵ) +m log(m log(1/ϵ)))

)
= Θ

(
log1.5(2K/ϵ) log(log(K/ϵ)/γ2)/γ3

)
then the resulting classifier with

Θ(mD) = eΘ(log
1.5(2K/ϵ) log2(log(K/ϵ)/γ2)/γ3)

samples learns successfully a classifier with accuracy OPT−O(ϵ) and final success probability at
least 90%. The runtime is dominated by the polynomial regression step which takes time poly(mD).

Using the standard reduction7 to boost the success probability to 1 − δ with factor log(1/δ)
samples, and defining ϵ = ε/3, we obtain the result.

6Note that this Gaussian noise is never actually sampled in the algorithm — it is only used for the purpose of
analysis.

7I.e., splitting the training set into several folds, running the algorithm on each fold, and outputting the predictor
which performs the best on a small holdout set. This is the standard replication trick as in e.g. [KKMS08].
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9 Application: Polynomial approximation for general smooth func-
tions

In the classical approximation theory, any periodic Ck function can be well approximated by
trigonometric polynomials and algebraic polynomials on a bounded interval. This is a consequence
of the polynomially decaying Fourier coefficients of the smooth target function. In our framework of
polynomial approximation, the decay of Fourier transform determines the "frequency cutoff" and
further relates to the degree of approximating polynomials in the distributional sense. Remarkably,
our theory extends this classical result on a bounded interval to the general unbounded space
with exponentially concentrated distribution, where the target function is not necessarily periodic.
Formally, we consider the following class of Lipschitz functions:

Lipk,M (R) = {f ∈ Ck(R) : R → R |
∣∣f (k)(x)∣∣ ≤M, for all x ∈ R}. (9.1)

For any function in this class, the Fourier transform is generally not guaranteed to decay in frequency.
Therefore, we introduce some intermediate targets that approximate the original network well and
are more amenable to Fourier analysis. Under exponentially concentrated input, we can truncate
the tail of the input to focus on a bounded interval with controlled error. Based on this, Jackson’s
theorem [DL93] asserts that we can approximate any periodic smooth function pointwisely with
trigonometric polynomials over a bounded interval. Since trigonometric polynomials are compactly
supported in the frequency domain, our theory directly implies an approximating polynomial in
L2(µ), thus leading to the following theorem.

Theorem 9.1. Let µ be a distribution on Rd. For any target function f ∈ Lipk,M (R), there exists a
polynomial p of degree

1. O
(
(M/ε)r/k ·

(
log(M/ε) + (1− r−1)k log k

)r−1
)

under r-strictly sub-exponential µ;

2. O
(
exp

{
O
(
(M/ε)1/k

)})
under sub-exponential µ.

such that ∥f − p∥µ ≤ ε.

Proof. See Section C.

Our proof first applies some polynomial modifications of order less than k to the target function,
in order to use Jackson’s theorem on a bounded interval. The critical step of our pipeline is to
approximate the resulting trigonometric polynomial using our Fourier-based polynomial approxima-
tion. Indeed, classical Jackson’s theorem already yields an algebraic polynomial approximation on a
bounded interval as a byproduct. However, if we use the approximating polynomial from Jackson’s
theorem directly, it tends to blow up outside of the interval of approximation which leads to large
L2(µ) error (see the end of Section 9.1). On the flip side, trigonometric polynomials are bounded in
absolute value and have a compactly supported Fourier transform, thus being an accessible target
for truncation and Fourier-based approximation.

Below, we discuss connections between Theorem 9.1 and some existing literature on weighted
polynomial approximation. In particular, this literature includes converse results showing the
sharpness of our guarantees. We then provide a proof sketch that illustrates each step in proving
Theorem 9.1, including the statements of some intermediate results, in Section 9.2.

47



9.1 Connections to existing results

Theorem 9.1 is connected to prior results in an elegant way. First, we note that when r = 1
(i.e., the support of µx is bounded) Theorem 9.1 is a direct consequence of Jackson’s theorem for
polynomial approximation on a bounded interval. Beyond the bounded case, researchers in weighted
approximation theory have studied in some detail Jackson type approximation under explicit forms
of strictly sub-exponential measures — see the survey of [Lub07]. This literature also includes some
nice converse results. We give some context and comparison with our results below.

Setting for comparison. In what follows, we consider the case of k times differentiable function
f with |f (k)| ≤M . In the approximation theory literature, researchers also study Jackson-Favard
inequalities where the L∞ constraint on the derivative f (k) is replaced by an Lp bound, in which case
the function does not have to be differentiable everywhere. Some notable subtleties of such results
were studied in [Lub06b]. For simplicity, we will stick to the setting of strict k-differentiability. More
generally, researchers in approximation theory have extensively investigated appropriate notions of
“moduli of continuity” which determine the rate of approximation — see the survey [Lub07].

Strictly sub-exponential case. In the above setting, Corollary 3.2 in [Lub07] gives a Jackson
type inequality for weights of the form e−|x|α with α > 1:

inf
g∈P≤D

∥(g − f)wα∥Lp(R) = O
((
D(1/α)−1

)k)
, (9.2)

Here, the underlying weight is the Freud8 type weight wα(x) = e−|x|α with α > 1, and we used that
the D-th Mhaskar-Rakhmanov-Saff number for this weight is proportional to D1/α (see Equation
3.5 in [Lub07]). To match notation with our results, Theorem 9.1 shows that the L2-approximation
error is upper bounded by O(D−k/r) for an arbitrary r-strictly sub-exponential distribution, and the
measure wα is r-strictly sub-exponential with r = α/(α− 1). So we achieve the same conclusion of
(9.2) when p = 2 (equivalently, by Jensen’s inequality, when p ∈ [1, 2]).

Approximation under single vs double-tailed exponential measures. Under the single-sided
exponential type density wα(x) = xαe−x 1{x ≥ 0} for α ≥ 0, [JK88] provides the following Jackson
type inequality:

inf
g∈P≤D

∥(g − f)wα∥Lp(R) ≤ cp,rD
−k/2.

for any 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. This result was further improved by [MT+08] to relax the condition on
α. This raises a natural question of whether a 1/poly(D) rate approximation is possible for
general sub-exponential measures. However, it turns out such a result does not even hold for the
Laplace/double-tailed exponential distribution, as we will discuss next.

Under the double-tailed exponential measure dµ(x) = e−|x|dx, [FGR78] established that

inf
g∈P≤D

∥(g − f)w1∥L1(R) ≲
1

logk(D)
. (9.3)

The results of [Lub06a] yield an extension of this O(log−k(D)) bound to the general case with p ≥ 1,
and Remark 1 in [DLNT87] shows that this rate is tight. In comparison, applying the sub-exponential

8The class of Freud weights consists of W of the form e−Q where Q is even, Q′ is strictly positive on (0,∞), and
some additional technical conditions on the derivative of Q are satisfied. See Definition 3.3 of [Lub07]. Many of the
results known for wα with α > 1 in fact are also proven for the class of Freud weights. Note that w1 is not in the class.
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result in Theorem 9.1 yields a L2(µ) approximation guarantee of O(log−k(D)) that matches up to
constants the L2 version of (9.3). See [Lub06a] and [BK25] for some more precise results about
approximation under the double-tailed exponential measure.

In summary, for many natural sub-exponential distributions the rates of approximation are
truly of the form 1/polylog(D), and our results match this dependence over all sub-exponential
distributions.

Comparison to strictly sub-exponential case in [CKLS25]. In the case of strictly sub-
exponential distributions, the recent work [CKLS25] used an argument based on Jackson’s inequality
to obtain a polynomial approximation result for Lipschitz functions. In a bounded region, Jackson’s
theorem implies an algebraic polynomial approximation that uniformly approximates a Lipschitz
function. In contrast to our approach, they directly truncate the approximating polynomials whose
degree scales with the accuracy level ε. In this vein, they require precisely adjusting the truncation
level to balance the trade-off between the degree of the approximating polynomial and its tail moment.
As a result, the degree of the polynomial to approximate one-dimensional Lipschitz functions in
[CKLS25] is of order9 Õ(ε−(2r−1)) under r-strictly sub-exponential distribution. Using our technique,
we are able to obtain Õ(ε−r) dependency under r-strictly sub-exponential distribution and extend
the results to sub-exponential distributions. So our result yields a strictly better exponent whenever
r > 1.

9.2 Sketch of analysis

We begin with a polynomial modification of the target function f that does not affect the polynomial
approximation result of the original function. We define

f̃(t) = f(t)−
k∑
l=0

f (l)(0)

l!
tl. (9.4)

Then, for any polynomial that approximates f̃ well, adding back the Taylor polynomial of degree k
at the origin yields a polynomial that approximates f well. The modification only affects the k-th
derivative by a constant, i.e., f̃ (k)(t) = f (k)(t)− f (k)(0) for all t ∈ R. Therefore, f̃ ∈ Lipk,2M (R). On
the other hand, we have that f̃ (l) = 0 for l ≤ k.

Periodic extension. With some R > 0 to be specified later, we can truncate f̃ to [−R,R] and
bound the truncation error properly. However, the truncated function does not extend to a periodic
function on R, as its derivatives at ±R do not match in general. This obstructs the use of Jackson’s
theorem. To address this issue, we introduce another polynomial that properly adjusts the boundary
derivatives up to order k.

Lemma 9.2 (Bernoulli polynomial). For any fixed sequence {al}kl=0 ⊂ R, there exists a polynomial
pk : R → R of degree k + 1 such that p(l)k (1)− p

(l)
k (0) = al for all 0 ≤ l ≤ k. Additionally, we have

that supx∈[0,1] |p
(k)
k (x)| = |ak|/2 and |pk(x)| ≤ (1 + |x|)k

∑
0≤l≤k

2l+1al
(l+1)! for any x ∈ R.

Proof. See Section C.

Given f̃ , we choose al = (2R)l
(
f̃ (l)(R)− f̃ (l)(−R)

)
for 0 ≤ l ≤ k and let pk be the corresponding

polynomial in Theorem 9.2. Then we define

qk(x) : x 7→ pk
(
(x+R)/(2R)

)
, (9.5)

9See Section C.1 for more details.
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which satisfies that

q
(l)
k (R)− q

(l)
k (−R) = (2R)−l

(
p
(l)
k (1)− p

(l)
k (0)

)
= f̃ (l)(R)− f̃ (l)(−R), for 0 ≤ l ≤ k

sup
x∈[−R,R]

|q(k)k (x)| = (2R)−k · sup
x∈[0,1]

|p(k)k (x)| = |f̃ (k)(R)− f̃ (k)(−R)|/2 ≤M. (9.6)

Therefore, the function f̌(x) = f̃(x)− qk(x) follows that f̌ (l)(−R) = f̌ (l)(R) for all 0 ≤ l ≤ k, and
|f̌ (k)| is bounded by 3M on [−R,R].

Approximation from trigonometric to algebraic polynomial. A trigonometric polynomial
of degree D on [0, 2π] is defined as

TD(t) =
∑
m≤D

am cos(mt) + bm sin(mt), for t ∈ [0, 2π].

Standard result of L2 Fourier analysis provides a trigonometric polynomial approximation for
any smooth periodic function with Dirichlet kernel. In addition, the Fejér kernel extends the
approximation to Lp for any 1 ≤ p <∞. However, they do not directly imply L2(µ) approximation
for a general probability distribution µ over R, since µ does not necessarily have a bounded density.
Thus, we resort to Jackson’s theorem for the L∞ case. When p = ∞, Jackson’s theorem [Jac30]
provides a classical result on the approximation rate of trigonometric polynomials for smooth periodic
functions, as stated below.

Theorem 9.3 (Corollary 2.4 of [DL93]). Fix any D ≥ 1. For any f ∈ Ck([0, 2π]) such that
f (l)(0) = f (l)(2π) for all l ≤ k and ∥f (k)∥∞ ≤ M , there exists a trigonometric polynomial TD of
degree D on [0, 2π] such that

∥TD − f∥∞ ≤ CkD
−kM,

where supk Ck <∞. Moreover, we have that
∑

1≤m≤D |am|+ |bm| ≤ 2k+2M/π
∑

1≤m≤Dm
−k.

Since the coefficient bound above is not explicitly stated in the literature, we reprove it here for
completeness.

Proof. See Section C.

For any function f ∈ Ck([−R,R]) with ∥f (k)∥∞ ≤ M , we can rescale the target to get the
following corollary.

Corollary 9.4. For any f ∈ Ck([−R,R]) such that f (l)(−R) = f (l)(R) for all l ≤ k and ∥f (k)∥∞ ≤
M , there exists a trigonometric polynomial of the form

TD(x) =
∑
m≤D

am cos
(mπ(x+R)

R

)
+ bm sin

(mπ(x+R)

R

)
, for x ∈ [−R,R],

such that ∥TD − f∥∞ ≤ CkD
−kM(R/π)k. Additionally, it holds that∑

1≤m≤D
|am|+ |bm| ≤

2k+2MRk

πk+1

∑
1≤m≤D

m−k.

Proof. Note that the function g(t) = f(Rt/π − R) for t ∈ [0, 2π] satisfies all the conditions in
Theorem 9.3 with ∥g(k)∥∞ ≤M(R/π)k. Then Theorem 9.3 yields that there exists a trigonometric
polynomial T̃D of degree D on [0, 2π] such that ∥T̃D − g∥∞ ≤ CkD

−kM(R/π)k. Defining TD(x) =
T̃D(π(x+R)/R) for x ∈ [−R,R] completes the proof.
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We use our theory of Fourier transform to approximate the trigonometric polynomial TD with
algebraic polynomials in L2(µ) norm.

Lemma 9.5. Let µ be any probability distribution over R. Fix any ε > 0 and R > 0. Suppose that
TD0 is a trigonometric polynomial on R of the form

TD0(x) =
∑
m≤D0

am cos
(mπ(x+R)

R

)
+ bm sin

(mπ(x+R)

R

)
.

Let CD0 =
∑

1≤m≤D0
|am|+ |bm|. Then there exists an algebraic polynomial p on R with

1. degree O
(
log(CD0/ε)

r ∨ (D0/R)
)r for r-strictly sub-exponential µ;

2. degree O
(
exp{O(D0/R)} · log(CD0/ε)

)
for sub-exponential µ,

such that ∥TD0 − p∥µ ≤ ε.

Proof. See Section C.

Combined polynomial approximation bound. We now combine these results to approxi-
mate f ∈ Lipk,M (R) using algebraic polynomials in L2(µ) norm. Consider a truncation level R > 0
to be specified later. For given f̃ , Theorem 9.2 modifies it to f̃ − qk that satisfies the boundary
condition in Theorem 9.4. Then, Theorem 9.4 implies that there exists a trigonometric polynomial
TD such that supx∈[−R,R] |f̃−qk−TD| ≤ ε. Next, Theorem 9.5 implies that there exists a polynomial
pT of appropriate degree such that ∥pT − TD∥µ ≤ ε. We consider the final polynomial approximator
as p = pT + qk, whose approximation error can be bounded as

∥f̃ − qk − pT ∥µ ≤
∥∥(f̃ − qk − pT ) · 1{|x| ≤ R}

∥∥
µ
+
∥∥(f̃ − qk − pT ) · 1{|x| > R}

∥∥
µ

≤ sup
|x|≤R

|f̃(x)− qk(x)− pT (x)|+
∥∥(f̃ − qk − TD + TD − pT ) · 1{|x| > R}

∥∥
µ

≤ ε+
∥∥(f̃ − qk) · 1{|x| > R}

∥∥
µ
+
∥∥(TD − pT ) · 1{|x| > R}

∥∥
µ
+ ∥TD 1{|x| > R}∥µ.

(9.7)

Now it suffices to bound the last three terms. For the second term, the tail of qk is of the same
order as f̃ , as suggested by Theorem 9.2. Then, we can use the Lipschitz property of f̃ with the
concentration property of µ to bound the tail moment.

On the other hand, the third term is well bounded because Theorem 9.5 ensures that∥∥(TD − pT ) · 1{|x| > R}
∥∥
µ
≤ ∥TD − pT ∥µ ≤ ε.

Finally, the fourth term ∥TD∥µ can be bounded using the boundedness of the trigonometric polynomial.
Combining these bounds, we derive the desired result on polynomial approximation of f .

10 Application: Agnostically learning neural networks

Beyond Gaussian-smoothed bounded functions, our theory also extends to target functions with
structural assumptions. A typical example is the class of one-layer neural networks with explicitly
specified activation functions. For explicit functions whose Fourier transform is typically well-
understood and decays sufficiently, our theory provides a characterization of their polynomial
approximability, thus enabling efficient learning algorithms. Formally, our notion of learnability is
defined as follows.
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Definition 10.1 (Agnostic learning). Fix ε > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1). Let ℓ : R × R → R+ be a loss
function. Suppose that µ is a distribution over Rd×R and H is a hypothesis class where each element
h ∈ H is a function from Rd to R. And let D = {(xi, yi)}i∈[n] be a dataset with i.i.d. samples drawn
from µ. We say that an algorithm A that takes D as input and outputs a hypothesis f : Rd → R
learns H agnostically, if with probability at least 1− δ over the draw of D, it holds that

Eµ
[
ℓ(y, h(x))

]
≤ optH + ε, where optH = inf

f∈H
Eµ
[
ℓ(y, f(x))

]
.

Our target in this section is to agnostically learn the class of one-layer neural networks with
various activation functions and distributions. Suppose that σ : R → R is an activation function.
We want to learn the class of the one-layer neural networks with an activation function σ, i.e.

Hσ = {ψ : Rd → R | ψ(x) = 1

k

k∑
j=1

σ(w⊤
j x), wj ∈ Sd−1, j ≤ k}.

The target in this section is to identify the minimal sample complexity needed to approximate
functions in Hσ within any desired accuracy. We approach this problem using the polynomial
approximation framework established in Section 6. For specific forms of activation functions, we can
prove that any function in Hσ can be approximated by polynomials using the results in Section 6 in
various distributions.

Provided the existence of an approximating polynomial, we show that polynomial regression is
able to find a hypothesis that is close to the best approximating polynomial, thus learning Hσ with
desired guarantees. This step relies on bounding the generalization error of polynomial regression
under the distribution µ that potentially incurs heavy-tailed errors,. We briefly discuss this step in a
lemma below. Let ϕD : Rd → Rm be the monomial feature mapping of degree D and m =

(
d+D
D

)
.

We consider the following empirical risk minimization problem:

ŵ = argmin
w∈Rm

1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓ(y, ϕD(xi)
⊤w),

where we assume that ℓ(y, y′) = l(|y − y′|), where l is non-negative and non-decreasing in |y − y′|,
and 2-pseudo-Lipschitz, in the sense that |l(y)− l(y′)| ≤ L max{|y|, |y′|, 1} · |y−y′| for some constant
L > 0. This loss function encapsulates many common losses such as the squared loss and the absolute
loss. Next lemma states that the polynomial x 7→ ϕD(x)

⊤ŵ achieves the desired accuracy with
proper truncation.

Lemma 10.2. Suppose that {(xi, yi)}i≤n is an i.i.d. dataset drawn from the distribution µ, such that
Eµ[y4] <∞ and Eµ[|xα|] <∞ for all multi-index α. Let H be a class of functions from Rd to R such
that any f ∈ H is in L2(µ). Suppose that for every f ∈ H, there is a polynomial p of degree D such
that E[|f(x)− p(x)|2]1/2 ≤ ε. Then there exists an algorithm that takes O

(
ε−3dD log(1/ε) · log(1/δ)

)
samples and computes a hypothesis ĥ in poly(d,D, 1/ε) time such that, with probability at least 1− δ
over the dataset, it holds that E[ℓ(y, ĥ(x))] ≤ optH + ε, where optH = inff∈H E[ℓ(y, f(x))].

Proof. See Section D.1.

Learning Sigmoid networks We begin with the setting of learning Hσ with σ(t) = sigmoid(t) =
(1 + e−t)−1. This function is smooth and real-analytic, and corresponding Fourier transform decays,
as suggested by the following lemma.
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Lemma 10.3. The Fourier transform of sigmoid is given by the tempered distribution such that for
every test function ψ ∈ S(R),

⟨ ̂sigmoid, ψ⟩ = πψ(0) + p.v.

∫
R
ψ(ξ)

π

i sinh(πξ)
dξ,

Proof. See Section D.2.

Notably, for sufficiently large |ξ|, the Fourier transform of the sigmoid function decays expo-
nentially. That indicates that we can choose a logarithmic frequency cutoff in Theorem 4.4. This
concludes the degree of the approximating polynomials. However, the proof of the polynomial
approximation result for sigmoid function requires careful handling of the singularity at zero, which
necessitates the more general characterization in Theorem 6.3. As will be shown in the proof,
the singularity at zero incurs first-order differentiation on the test functions within a bounded
region, which does not affect the choice of frequency cutoff. In summary, this leads to the following
polynomial approximation result.

Lemma 10.4. Suppose that µ is a probability distribution over Rd. Then, for any f ∈ Hsigmoid,
there exists a polynomial p of

1. degree O
(
log(1/ε)r

)
under r-strictly sub-exponential distribution µ;

2. degree O
(
ε−O(1)

)
under sub-exponential distribution µ,

such that ∥f − p∥µ ≤ ε.

Proof. See Section D.2

In combination with the generalization bound in Theorem 10.2, we obtain the following theorem
on learning sigmoid networks.

Theorem 10.5 (Learning Sigmoid networks). Fix ε > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1). Let ℓ(y, y′) = (y − y′)2

be the quadratic loss function. Suppose that the y-marginal of µ has a finite fourth moment, i.e.,
E[|y|4] <∞. Then there exists an algorithm that agnostically learns HReLU agnostically with accuracy
ε and confidence 1− δ using i.i.d. samples of size

1. O
(
ε−3dO(log(1/ε)r) log(1/δ)

)
under r-strictly sub-exponential input µx;

2. O
(
ε−3dO(ε−O(1)) log(1/δ)

)
under sub-exponential input µx.

Learning ReLU networks Similar to the sigmoid case, we analyze the Fourier transform of the
ReLU activation function.

Lemma 10.6. The Fourier transform of ReLU(t) = max{0, t} is given by the tempered distribution
such that for every test function ψ ∈ S(R),

⟨R̂eLU, ψ⟩ = ⟨f.p. −1

ξ2
, ψ⟩+ iπψ′(0).

Here f.p. 1
ξ2

is the Hadamard finite part distribution defined as

⟨f.p. 1
ξ2
, ψ⟩ = lim

ε→0+

∫
|ξ|>ε

ψ(ξ)− ψ(0)

ξ2
dξ.
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Proof. See Section D.2.

Similarly, we obtain the following polynomial approximation results.

Proposition 10.7. Suppose that µ is a probability distribution over Rd. Then for any f ∈ HReLU,
there exists a polynomial p of

1. degree O(ε−r) under r-strictly sub-exponential input µ;

2. degree O(exp{O(ε−1)}) under sub-exponential input µ,

such that ∥f − p∥µ ≤ ε.

Proof. See Section D.2.

Indeed, ReLU(t) = max{t, 0} belongs to the class of Lip1,1(R). Therefore, we can directly apply
Theorem 9.1 and obtain the same results, albeit with an additional logarithmic factor. Roughly
speaking, the non-smoothness of the ReLU function at zero leads to a slowly decaying pattern in the
frequency domain. This indicates that the ideal frequency cutoff scales poly(1/ε), which leads to
significantly larger degree in the approximating polynomials.

Combining the results above, we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 10.8 (Learning ReLU networks). Fix ε > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1). Let ℓ(y, y′) = (y − y′)2

be the quadratic loss function. Suppose that the y-marginal of µ has a finite fourth moment, i.e.,
E[|y|4] < ∞. Then there exists an algorithm that agnostically learns HReLU with accuracy ε and
confidence 1− δ using i.i.d. samples of size

1. Õ
(
ε−3dO((1/ε)r) log(1/δ)

)
under r-strictly sub-exponential input µx;

2. Õ
(
ε−3dO(expO(ε−1)) log(1/δ)

)
under sub-exponential input µx. lip

Learning general Lipschitz functions. In this part, we consider the activation function σ from
the general Lipschitz class Lipk,M (R), which is defined in Eq. (9.1). We directly state our main
result, which is a direct implication of Theorem 9.1.

Theorem 10.9 (Learning general Lipschitz networks). Fix ε > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1). Let σ ∈ Lipk,M (R).
Suppose that the y-marginal of µ has a finite fourth moment, i.e., E[|y|4] <∞. Let ℓ(y, y′) = (y−y′)2
be the quadratic loss function. Then there exists an algorithm that agnostically learns Hσ with accuracy
ε and confidence 1− δ using i.i.d. samples of size

1. O
(
ε−3dO((M/ε)r/k·(k log k)r−1) log(1/δ)

)
under r-strictly sub-exponential input µx;

2. O
(
ε−3dO

(
exp
{
O
(
(M/ε)1/k

)})
log(1/δ)

)
under sub-exponential input µx.

Proof. See Section D.2.

11 Nearly matching crytographic lower bounds for learning

One way to think about our main result is that, based on existing SQ and cryptographic lower bounds,
we already believe in some cases that “low frequency” of the target class is necessary for agnostic
learning in high dimensions, so we prove related sufficiency results. In this section, we discuss more
explicitly the relationship between our algorithmic results and two well-known conjectured hard
problems: learning sparse parities with noise (SPWN), and learning with errors (LWE).

54



11.1 Boolean space and SPWN

The problem of learning a k-sparse parity with noise (k-SPWN) is a classical problem in learning,
cryptography, and average-case complexity. It is usually phrased as the following hypothesis testing
question.

• Let α ∈ (0, 1) be a fixed (dimension-independent) constant and k ≥ 1 an integer parameter.

• The null hypothesis H0 is that (Xi, Yi) ∼ Uni{±1}n+1.

• The alternative hypothesis H1 is that for some unknown set S ⊂ [n], we have i.i.d. samples
(Xi, Yi) following Xi ∼ Uni{±1}n and an unknown set S ⊂ [n],

E[Yi | Xi] = α
∏
j∈S

Xij

where Yi is still valued in {±1}.

• The (simple-vs-composite) hypothesis testing problem is to distinguish whether a given set of
samples is drawn from H0 or from H1.

Conjectured hardness: Consider an algorithm with access to an unbounded number of examples,
but limited running time. Using brute force, it is straightforward to prove there is an algorithm to
recover S with Θ(nk) samples. Currently there is no algorithm which can learn a sparse parity with
noise in time no(k) when k = o(n). See [Val15] for the current best algorithm, which runs in time
nck for c < 1, so it is better than brute force but does not contradict the conjecture that no(k) time
is impossible. More precisely, the conjectured hardness of learning k-SPWN says that there is no
algorithm which runs in time no(k) and can test between H0 and H1 with sum of Type I and Type
II error 0.9 (or any number significantly less than 1).

Remark 11.1. Note that the assumption α < 1 means there is a nontrivial amount of noise. If
there is no noise, the analogous conjecture is false because the problem is solvable by using Gaussian
elimination over F2.

Single neuron interpretation: When k is even we can equivalently write the sparse parity with
noise model H1 as

E[Yi | Xi] = α cos

π
2

∑
j∈S

Xij


and when k is odd similarly

E[Yi | Xi] = α sin

π
2

∑
j∈S

Xij

 .

Since ∑
i∈S

Xi =
√
k⟨1S/

√
k,Xi⟩

the frequency along the signal direction in either case is γ = π
√
k

2 . So the conjectured hardness for
k-SPWN corresponds to the conjecture that there is no algorithm running in time no(γ2).
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Comparison to our results: The uniform distribution on the hypercube is 1-sub-Gaussian, so
taking r = 2 and Ω = γ in Theorem 4.5, we see that by taking D = Θα(γ

2) that we can find a degree
D polynomial within L2 distance α/100 of the true regression function α cos

(
π
2

∑
j∈S Xij

)
, and then

we can conclude that by performing polynomial regression we can solve the distinguishing problem
with high probability in time nO(D). By basic Fourier analysis over {±1}n (see, e.g., [O’D14]) the
polynomial approximation result is tight up to constant factors — no polynomial of degree less
than k has any correlation with a parity of size k. Under the conjecture hardness of learning sparse
parities with noise, our algorithmic guarantee is also optimal up to the constant in the exponent.

Remark 11.2. Viewed as regression with a cosine neuron, the sparse parity with noise model is
a “well-specified” model since the observed Yi differs from E[Yi | Xi] = α cos

(
π
2

∑
j∈S Xij

)
only by

the mean-zero noise induced by sampling the label from the conditional law. So while the upper
bound applies in the general agnostic learning setting, the lower bound holds even in this relatively
nice setting where the conditional mean is realizable (also known as the probabilistic concept model
[KS94]).

11.2 Gaussian space and LWE

CLWE. The following distribution was introduced in [BRST21] as a continuous analogue of the
well-studied Learning with Errors (LWE) problem in cryptography.

Let γ, β ∈ R and let S be a distribution over unit vectors in Rn. The CLWE(m,S, γ, β) distri-
bution is given by sampling A1, . . . , Am ∼ N(0, In) independently, sampling w ∼ S, E1, . . . , En ∼
N(0, β2) and outputting

(Ai, Bi = γ⟨Ai, w⟩+ Ei mod 1)mi=1.

Note that w is a cryptographic “secret” — it is not directly revealed as part of the dataset.
The search version of the CLWE problem asks for an algorithm to recover w from samples,

whereas the decision version of CLWE asks for an algorithm which can distinguish samples from the
CLWE distribution and from the null distribution where Bi ∼ Uni(0, 1).

It was observed in [SZB21] that the hardness of CLWE (which was proven under quantum
reduction from lattice problems in [BRST21]) leads to hardness results for learning periodic neurons.
Below we discuss improved quantitative results which follow from the more recent classical reduction
from LWE to CLWE [GVV22].

LWE and conjectured hardness. LWE is the original discrete variant of the above problem. It
is a very well-studied problem in cryptography since, unlike many other average-case problems, there
is an explicit reduction from LWE to worst-case lattice problems, and these worst-case problems are
believed to be hard for both classical and quantum computers. We do not need to use the precise
definition of LWE here, but it is analogously defined over a ring Z/qZ, where the data is given by
pairs (ai, bi ≈ ⟨w, x⟩+ ei mod q)mi=1 with ai ∼ Uni(Z/qZ)n, and ei is discrete noise (whose size is
parameterized by a parameter σ). See [BRST21, GVV22] for much more extensive discussion and
references.

Theorem 11.3 (Corollary 2 of [GVV22]). Suppose that k, n, ℓ, q are integers with k log2(n/k) ≫
ℓ log2(q). There is a poly(n) time reduction from LWE in dimension ℓ with n samples, modulus q,
and noise parameter σ ≫ 1 to CLWE in dimension n with γ = O(

√
k log n), β = O

(
σ
√
k/q
)

with
k-sparse secret distribution S.

As discussed after the statement of Corollary 2 of [GVV22], it is believed that LWE in dimension
ℓ with modulus σ = poly(ℓ) and q/σ = poly(ℓ) cannot be solved by algorithms which run in time
2ℓ

1−δ (and have access to m = 2ℓ
1−δ samples) for any δ > 0.

56



Taking γ = Θ(
√
k log(n)), q, σ, and k to be appropriate polynomials of ℓ so that σ

√
k/q = O(1),

and assuming log2(n) ≫ log2(k), the condition in the theorem can be rewritten as γ2 ≫ ℓ log2(ℓ).
So under the believed hardness of LWE which we just described, CLWE in dimension ℓ with (e.g.)
β = 0.001 and γ, ℓ related as above takes time at least ℓγ2−4δ for any fixed δ > 0.

Single neuron interpretation. Because the map x 7→ e2πix = cos(2πx) + i sin(2πx) is a bijec-
tion for x ∈ [0, 1) and 1-periodic, the dataset in CLWE can be equivalently encoded as samples
(Ai, C̃i, S̃i)

m
i=1 where

C̃i = cos(Bi) = cos(γ⟨Ai, w⟩+ Ei)

and likewise
S̃i = sin(Bi) = sin(γ⟨Ai, w⟩+ Ei)

Comparison to our results. In the hardness regime of LWE/CLWE outlined above with
β = 0.001, we can solve the CLWE decision problem in a straightforward way via polynomial
regression of degree D with D = O(γ2), so ℓO(γ2) runtime. So conjecturally, this algorithm has
optimal runtime up to γo(1) factors in the exponent.

12 Preliminaries for universality

See [JVE90, Fol99, GS68, Rud87] for more detailed references.

12.1 Paley–Wiener theorem and exponential–type growth

Let
PWΩ :=

{
f ∈ L2(R) : supp f̂ ⊂ [−Ω,Ω]

}
, Ω > 0.

where f̂ is the Fourier transform of f . Then

Theorem 12.1 (Paley–Wiener [Rud87]). For every f ∈ PWΩ the Fourier inversion formula gives
an entire extension F (z) := 1

2π

∫ Ω
−Ω f̂(ξ) e

iξz dξ satisfying the exponential–type estimate

|F (z)| ≤ C eΩ| Imz|, z ∈ C, (12.1)

for some constant C depending only on ∥f∥L2 . Conversely, every entire function obeying (12.1) for
some Ω is the Fourier–Laplace transform of an L2 function whose Fourier support lies in [−Ω,Ω].

Characterization in terms of power series expansion. Write F (z) =
∑∞

n=0 anz
n. Applying

Cauchy’s estimate to (12.1) on the circle |z| = r with r > 0 gives

|an| =
∣∣∣ 1

2πi

∫
|z|=r

F (z)

z n+1
dz
∣∣∣ ≤ C

rn
eΩr.

Optimising in r (set r = n/Ω) yields the weighted bound

|an| ≤ C
en

nn
Ωn

Equivalently by Stirling’s approximation,

lim sup
n→∞

(
|an|n!

)1/n
≤ Ω, (12.2)
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Thus the exponential–type parameter Ω controls the factorial–scaled decay of the Taylor coefficients:
the smaller the spectral band [−Ω,Ω], the faster the coefficients an tend to zero. Conversely, a
power–series with |an| = O(Ωn/n!) always represents an entire function of exponential type at most
Ω, hence lies in the Paley–Wiener image of PWΩ.

12.2 Hermite functions

Hermite functions are typically defined in terms of the physicist’s Hermite polynomials rather than
the probabilists one, which differ by some important scaling factors.

For n ∈ N we set

Hn(x) := (−1)n ex
2 dn

dxn
e−x

2
(“physicist’s”),

Hen(x) := (−1)n ex
2/2 d

n

dxn
e−x

2/2 (“probabilist’s”).

They are related by the rescaling

Hn(x) = 2n/2Hen
(√

2x
)
, Hen(x) = 2−n/2Hn

(
x/

√
2
)
. (12.3)

The Hermite functions are defined from the physicist’s polynomials by

φn(x) :=
1

π1/4
√
2nn!

Hn(x) e
−x2/2, n = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (12.4)

With this normalisation the family {φn}n≥0 is an orthonormal basis of L2(R).

Expressing φn with the probabilist’s polynomials. Insert x 7→ x/
√
2 in (12.4) and use (12.3)

to get:

φn

(
x√
2

)
=

1

π1/4
√
2nn!

Hn

(
x√
2

)
e−x

2/4 =
1

π1/4
√
n!

Hen(x) e
−x2/4. (12.5)

Generating function. The probabilist’s Hermite polynomials can equivalently be defined in terms
of the following generating function identity. For x ∈ R,

∞∑
n=0

Hen(x)
tn

n!
= ext−

t2

2 ,

12.3 Hermite expansions in L2(N(0, 1)) and L2(R)

Let
hn(x) :=

Hen(x)√
n!

, n = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,

denote the orthonormal version of the probabilist’s Hermite polynomials in L2(N(0, 1)). In what
follows, it is crucial to correctly distinguish and understand the relationship between Hermite
polynomial expansion in L2(N(0, 1)) versus the Hermite function expansion in L2(R).

Lemma 12.2. Assume that

f(x) =
∞∑
n=0

an hn(x), an ∈ C,
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is the Gaussian–Hermite expansion of f ∈ L2

(
N(0, 1)

)
. Defining r(x) := 1

π1/4 e
−x2/2f(

√
2x), we have

that r ∈ L2(R) and

r(x) =

∞∑
n=0

an φn(x).

Proof. From (12.5) we have the pointwise identity

φn

(
x√
2

)
=

1

π1/4
√
n!

Hen(x) e
−x2/4 =

1

π1/4
hn(x) e

−x2/4

Therefore

g(x) :=
1

π1/4
e−x

2/4 f(x) =
∞∑
n=0

an φn(x/
√
2).

So

r(x) := g(
√
2x) =

1

π1/4
e−x

2/2f(
√
2x) =

∞∑
n=0

an φn(x).

and we see that its expansion into Hermite functions has the same coefficients as the expansion of f
into orthonormal Hermite polynomials.

12.4 Bargmann transform

The following transformation is closely related to the “holomorphic representation” for quantum
mechanics. See Chapter 14.4 of [Hal13] as well as, e.g., [BC86, Bar62].

Definition. For f ∈ L2(R) the Bargmann transform

B : L2(R) −→ F2(C) =
{
F entire : ∥F∥2F2 := π−1

∫
C
|F (z)|2 e−|z|2 dz <∞

}
is given by

(Bf)(z) := π−1/4

∫
R
exp
(
−1

2x
2 +

√
2x z − 1

2z
2
)
f(x) dx, z ∈ C. (12.6)

The map B is a unitary isomorphism L2(R)
∼=−−→ F2(C) and can be viewed as a special case of the

short-time Fourier transform [Grö01]. F2(C) is called the Segal-Bargmann space or Bargmann-Fock
space.

Action on the Hermite basis. Let {φn}n≥0 be the orthonormal Hermite functions from (12.4).
Then

(Bφn)(z) =
zn√
n!
, n = 0, 1, 2, . . . (12.7)

so B sends the φn’s onto the monomial orthonormal basis of the Fock space.

Sketch of derivation. Insert the generating function
∞∑
n=0

Hn(x) t
n

n!
= exp(−t2+2tx) in (12.6) with

t = z/
√
2 and compare coefficients of tn; the Gaussian integral

∫
R exp

(
−1

2x
2 + 2tx

)
dx =

√
2π e2t

2

produces exactly the factor zn/
√
n! after the normalising constants are collected.

Remark 12.3. Because both {φn} and {zn/
√
n!} are orthonormal bases in their respective Hilbert

spaces, (12.7) shows that B is indeed unitary.
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12.5 Gelfand–Shilov spaces

We now recall the definition and some relevant properties of the Gelfand–Shilov spaces. They can
be motivated by and in various ways parallel the Paley-Wiener spaces, where the requirement that
the function is bandlimited has been slightly relaxed. See Chapter IV of the monograph [GS68] for
detailed explanation as well as the proofs of the fundamental results.

Recall from before that S denotes the Schwartz space of test functions.

Definition 12.4 ([GS68, Kas78, VE87]). For α, β > 0, we define the one-sided Gelfand–Shilov
spaces as

Sα = {ϕ ∈ S : ∃a > 0, D > 0 : |ϕ(x)| ≤ D exp(−αa|x|1/α)}

and
Sβ = {ϕ ∈ S : ∃b > 0, D > 0 : |ϕ̂(x)| ≤ D exp(−βb|x|1/β)}

where ϕ̂ is the Fourier transform of ϕ. For α, β > 0. We can also define the two-sided Gelfand–Shilov
space by Sβα = Sα ∩ Sβ [Kas78].

Remark 12.5. The two-sided Gelfand–Shilov space Sβα is trivial, only containing zero, if α+ β < 1
[GS68]. This is a type of uncertainty principle (see, e.g., [Hal13, Grö01, FS97]).

There are several equivalent ways to define the Gelfand–Shilov spaces. For example, the initial
definition in [GS68] is in terms of the decrease of the derivatives of ϕ at infinity. From the above
definition, it is clear that the Fourier transform F is a bijection between Sα and Sα, and that it
bijectively maps Sαα to itself.

When β < 1, a different and useful characterization of Sβ is in terms of extensions to entire
functions.

Theorem 12.6 (Chapter IV of [GS68], see IV.7.1). Let β ∈ (0, 1). A Schwartz function ϕ ∈ S(R)
belongs to Sβ if and only if it admits an extension to an entire function on C and there exist constants
C, a > 0 such that ∣∣ϕ(z)∣∣ ≤ C exp

(
a |Imz|

1
1−β
)

for all z ∈ C.

In other words,

Sβ =
{
ϕ|R ∈ S(R) : ϕ entire and ∃ a,C > 0 : |ϕ(z)| ≤ C ea|Imz|

1/(1−β)
}
.

Note that when β > 1, the elements of the Gelfand-Shilov space are no longer guaranteed to
be analytic. The intuition behind the above result is similar to the Paley-Weiner theorem: if the
Fourier transformation ϕ̂ decays rapidly, then by using the Fourier inversion formula and plugging in
z = x+ iy ∈ C,

ϕ(z) =
1

2π

∫
ϕ̂(ξ)eizξdξ =

1

2π

∫
ϕ̂(ξ)eixξe−yξdξ

we can extend ϕ to a complex analytic function with growth rate at most eO(y1/(1−β)). The converse
direction is harder and builds on the Phragmén-Lindelöf principle [GS68].

Theorem 12.7 (Chapter IV of [GS68], see IV.7.1). For any α > 0 and β ∈ (0, 1),

Sβα = {ϕ|R : ϕ entire and ∃ a, b, c > 0 s.t. |ϕ(x+ iy)| ≤ c exp(−a|x|1/α + b|y|1/(1−β))}.
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Additional results from [GS68]. We will use the following key complex-analytic estimates from
Chapter IV.7 of [GS68]:

Theorem 12.8 (Theorems IV.7.1 of [GS68]). If an entire function f(z) satisfies the inequality

|f(z)| ≤ C1 exp(b|z|p) ∀z ∈ C

for some p > 0 and C1 > 0, and for some a ̸= 0 and h ∈ (0, p] satisfies

|f(x)| ≤ C2 exp(a|x|h) ∀x ∈ R

then for any a′ > a, there exists K1 > 0 and µ ≥ 1− (p− h) such that

|f(x+ iy)| ≤ max(C1, C2) exp(a
′|x|h)

whenever
|y| ≤ K1(1 + |x|)µ. (12.8)

Theorem 12.9 (Theorem IV.7.2 of [GS68]). If an entire function f(z) satisfies the inequality

|f(z)| ≤ C1 exp(b|z|p) ∀z ∈ C

and there exists K1 > 0, µ ∈ (0, 1), a′ < 0, and h ∈ (0, p] such that

|f(x+ iy)| ≤ C2 exp(a
′|x|h)

whenever x, y satisfies the constraint from (12.8), then there exists constants C3, b
′ > 0 such that

|f(z)| ≤ C3 exp(a
′|x|h + b′|y|p/µ) ∀z ∈ C

Combining these results immediately yields the following corollary:

Corollary 12.10. Suppose an entire function f(z) satisfies the inequality

|f(z)| ≤ C1 exp(b|z|p) ∀z ∈ C

for some p, C1, b > 0, and for some a < 0, C2 ≥ 0, and h ∈ (p− 1, p] satisfies

|f(x)| ≤ C2 exp(a|x|h) ∀x ∈ R.

Then for any a′ > a, there exist constants C3, b
′ > 0 such that

|f(z)| ≤ C3 exp(a
′|x|h + b′|y|p/µ) ∀z ∈ C

where
µ = 1− (p− h) ∈ (0, 1].

If µ < p then combined with Theorem 12.7, the conclusion tells us that f lies in the two-sided
Gelfand-Shilov space Sβα with α = 1/h and β = 1− µ/p ∈ (0, 1).
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13 Universality in Paley–Wiener classes

13.1 Paley–Wiener Theorem under the Bargmann Transform

Theorem 13.1. Fix Ω > 0, suppose that f ∈ L2(R), and let

f(x) =
∞∑
n=0

an hn(x)

in L2
(
N(0, 1)

)
. The following are equivalent:

(i) supp f̂ ⊂ [−Ω,Ω].

(ii) There exists a constant M > 0 such that for all n ≥ 0,

|an| ≤ M
Ωn

√
n!
.

For the proof and as in the previous sections, we define the auxiliary functions

g(x) = π−1/4 e−x
2/4 f(x), r(x) = g(

√
2x) = π−1/4 e−x

2/2 f(
√
2x),

so that r =
∑

n≥0 anφn and, by (12.7),

(Br)(z) =
∞∑
n=0

an
zn√
n!

=:

∞∑
n=0

cnz
n, cn :=

an√
n!
. (13.1)

The theorem is proved by comparing the power series formula for Br with its Fourier interpretation:

Lemma 13.2. With the notation above,

(Br)(z) =
∫
f̂(ξ) e−ξ

2/2 eiξz dξ.

Proof. Starting from the defining integral (12.6) and inserting r(x) = π−1/4e−x
2/2f(

√
2x) we obtain

(Br)(z) = e−z
2/2

π1/2

∫
R
e−x

2+
√
2xz f(

√
2x) dx =

e−z
2/2

(2π)1/2

∫
R
e−y

2/2+yz f(y) dy,

after the change of variables y =
√
2x. Insert the Fourier inversion formula for f and apply Fubini’s

theorem to get

(Br)(z) = e−z
2/2

(2π)1/2

∫
f̂(ξ)

(∫
R
e−y

2/2+(z+iξ)y dy
)
dξ

= e−z
2/2

∫
f̂(ξ) e

1
2 (z+iξ)

2

dξ

=

∫
f̂(ξ) e−ξ

2/2 eiξz dξ

where in the second line we used the formula for the Gaussian MGF.
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Proof of Theorem 13.1. (i) ⇒ (ii). Assume supp f̂ ⊂ [−Ω,Ω]. Then∣∣(Br)(x+ iy)
∣∣ ≤ ∥f̂ e−ξ2/2∥L1 eΩ|y| = C1 e

Ω|y|, x, y ∈ R.

That is, (Br) is an entire function of exponential type ≤ Ω. Apply Cauchy’s estimate on the
circle |z| = r to the coefficients cn from (13.1),

|cn| ≤ C1

rn
eΩr.

Minimising the right–hand side at r = n/Ω gives |cn| ≤ C1 (Ωe/n)
n. Multiplying by

√
n! yields

|an| =
√
n! |cn| ≤ C2

Ωn

√
n!
, n ≥ 0,

which is exactly (ii).

(ii) ⇒ (i). Conversely, suppose |an| ≤ M Ωn/
√
n! for all n. Then the coefficients cn = an/

√
n!

satisfy |cn| ≤M Ωn/n!. The coefficient bound implies (by the standard argument used earlier) that
Br is an entire function of exponential type ≤ Ω and (Br)|R ∈ L2(R). Recall from the lemma that

(Br)(z) =
∫
R
f̂(ξ) e−ξ

2/2 eiξz dξ.

By the Paley-Wiener theorem and the fact that e−ξ2/2 does not vanish on the real line, we must
have that f̂ is supported on [−Ω,Ω]. Thus (i) holds, completing the proof of the equivalence.

13.2 Consequences for universality

Theorem 13.3 (Universality in Paley–Wiener classes). Suppose that f ∈ L2(R) and we have the
orthogonal L2(N(0, 1)) expansion

f(x) =
∞∑
n=0

an hn(x)

For any Ω > 0, the following are equivalent:

1. f ∈ PWΩ.

2. There exist M > 0 such that |an| ≤M Ωn
√
n!

.

3. There exists a constant C > 0 and a sequence of polynomials pm of degree m such that for all
m ≥ 1,

∥f − pm∥L2(N(0,1)) ≤ C
(Ω

√
e)m

mm/2

4. There exists a constant C > 0 such that for any probability measure µ such that X ∼ µ is
(K

√
2)-sub-Gaussian10, there exists a sequence of polynomials pm of degree m such that for all

m ≥ 1,

∥f − pm∥L2(µ) ≤ C
(ΩK

√
2e)m

mm/2

10Here we mean that EeλX ≤ AeK
2λ2

for some A > 0, to compare with our definition of r-strictly sub-exponential
distributions.
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5. There exists a constant C > 0 such that for any probability measure µ which is r-strictly-sub-
exponential with scale parameter K, there exists a sequence of polynomials pm of degree m such
that for all m ≥ 1,

∥f − pm∥L2(µ) ≤ C
(ΩK(er)1/r)m

mm/r

Proof. The equivalence of the first two follows from the Paley-Wiener theorem under the Bargmann
transform described above.

Given the second condition, we have that

∥f −
m∑
n=0

anhn(x)∥22 =
∞∑

n=m+1

|an+1|2 ≤M2
∞∑

n=m+1

Ω2n

n!
≤M2

∞∑
n=m+1

(
eΩ2

n

)n
.

For sufficiently large m, the right hand side is at most [eΩ2/m]m, which proves the third condition.
Given the third condition, the second condition follows because the inequality must hold for

the optimal polynomial pm =
∑m

n=0 anhm, hence |an|2 ≤
∑∞

k=n |ak|2 ≤ C(Ω
√
e)2n/nn. So we can

recover the second condition for any Ω′ > Ω by using Stirling’s formula. Using the equivalence
between the first and second conditions, this implies that f ∈

⋂
Ω′>Ω PWΩ′ = PWΩ, which proves

the result.
Given the fourth condition, the third condition is a special case since the Gaussian distribution

is 1-sub-Gaussian. Similarly, the fourth condition is the special of the fifth condition when r = 2.
Finally, given the first condition, the fifth condition follows from our approximation result,

Theorem 4.5.

Remark 13.4. If the probability measure µ is sub-exponential, there exists polynomials of degree m
with L2 squared error Acm for some c < 1 by Theorem 4.7. In the next section we show that this
cannot be improved to super-exponential convergence.

13.3 Examples

We give some examples of Hermite expansions to illustrate the connection with the Paley–Wiener
class. While cos(x) is not in L2(R), it is not hard to show that it can be approximated in L2(N(0, 1))
arbitrarily well by uniformly band-limited functions (or see Section 6 which can handle this case
directly). For the function cos(x) over the distribution N(0, 1), it can be computed that its L2

expansion into orthonormal Hermite polynomials is

cos(x) = e−1/2
∑
k

(−1)kψ2k/
√
2k!

and so we can see that to get ϵ error, truncating to log(1/ϵ)/ log log(1/ϵ) error is sharp. Our result
implies the same approximation rate can be obtained over all strictly sub-exponential distributions.

We can also use sinc function and similarly find

sinc(x) =
∞∑
k=0

a2k ψ2k(x), a2k+1 = 0,

a2k =
1√
(2k)!

∫ ∞

−∞

sinx

x
H2k(x) γ(dx) = (−1)k

2k√
2 (2k)!

γ
(
k + 1

2 ,
1
2

)
,

ψn(x) =
Hn(x)√

n!
, γ(dx) =

e−x
2/2

√
2π

dx,

Again the coefficients decay roughly like kk, since it is a bandlimited function.
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No super-exponential convergence for Laplace (symmetric exponential) distribution.
Consider the function cos(Ωx). Using that a degree D polynomial has at most D real zeros, and
cos(Ωx) has zeros at all points (π/2 + mπi)/Ω, we see small L1 polynomial approximation is
impossible on an interval of size bigger than Θ(D/Ω). So for sub-exponential but not strictly
sub-exponential tail decay, we can not take D of smaller order than log(1/ϵ).

14 Universality in Gelfand–Shilov spaces

14.1 Gelfand–Shilov Spaces and Hermite Expansion

The following result of Van Eijndhoven characterizes symmetric Gelfand–Shilov spaces in terms of
exponential decay of Hermite expansions in L2(R).

Theorem 14.1 (Page 141 of [VE87]). For any α ≥ 1/2, we have that g ∈ Sαα if and only if g ∈ L2(R)
and the coefficients cn of the Hermite (function) expansion

g =
∑
n

cnφn

decay at an exponential rate in n1/2α, i.e. there exists t > 0 such that |cn| = O(exp(−tn1/2α)).

This result in the case α = 1/2 has the following interesting consequence. Note that in the
corollary below, the function f is not necessarily required to live in Schwartz or Gelfand–Shilov
spaces. Instead it is more like a multiplier (see Chapter IV.7 of [GS68]).

Corollary 14.2. Let f ∈ L2(N(0, 1)) have a Hermite polynomial expansion

f(x) =
∞∑
n=0

an hn(x), hn(x) =
Hen(x)√

n!
.

Then the following are equivalent:

1. f extends to an entire function on C satisfying

|f(x+ iy)| ≤ C exp((1/2− a)|x|2/2 + b|y|2/2)

for some a, b, C > 0.

2. The Hermite coefficients an decay at an exponential rate, i.e. there exists t > 0 such that

|an| = O(exp(−tn)).

Proof. As in Lemma 12.2, define

r(x) :=
1

π1/4
e−x

2/2f(
√
2x) =

∞∑
n=0

an φn(x).

From the previous theorem, we see that r ∈ S1/2
1/2 iff an decays at an exponential rate. By Theorem 12.7,

r ∈ S1/2
1/2 iff it admits an entire extension and there exists a, b, c > 0 such that

|r(x+ iy)| ≤ c exp(−a|x|2 + b|y|2).
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This is equivalent to requiring that f admits an entire extension, given by f(
√
2z) = π1/4ez

2/2r(z),
satisfying for some b′ > 0

|f(
√
2(x+ iy))| ≤ cπ1/4 exp((1/2− a)|x|2 + b′|y|2),

equivalently
|f(x+ iy)| ≤ cπ1/4 exp((1/2− a)|x|2/2 + b′|y|2/2).

14.2 Consequences for universality

In this section we derive some results for Gelfand–Shilov spaces Sβ1−β with β ∈ [1/2, 1). To help
illustrate the ideas, we focus on perhaps the most interesting case of β = 1/2 first and then state the
natural generalization to β ∈ [1/2, 1).

For the Gelfand–Shilov space S1/2
1/2 , we get a universality result that is slightly weaker than

the Paley-Wiener version: for a function with sufficient tail decay to lie in S1/2, if we can achieve
ϵ-approximation using polynomials of degree O(log(1/ϵ)) over Gaussian space, then for general sub-
Gaussian measures we can conclude there exists ϵ-approximating polynomials of degree O(log2(1/ϵ)).
Regardless, the qualitative interpretation of the result is the same — for Schwarz functions, expo-
nentially rapid approximation by polynomials implies similar approximation guarantees over all
strictly-sub-exponential measures.

Theorem 14.3. Let f ∈ S1/2, the one-sided Gelfand-Shilov space, and let its Hermite polynomial
expansion be denoted

f(x) =
∞∑
n=0

an hn(x)

in L2(N(0, 1)). The following two conditions are equivalent:

1. f ∈ S1/2
1/2 , the two-sided Gelfand-Shilov space.

2. The Hermite polynomial coefficients an decay at an exponential rate, i.e. there exists t > 0
such that

|an| = O(exp(−tn)).

Either of the equivalent conditions implies that

3. For any r-strictly-sub-exponential probability measure µ, there exists a constant C > 0 such
that the following is true. For any ϵ ∈ (0, 1/2), there exists a polynomial P of degree at most
C logr(1/ϵ)) such that

∥f − P∥L2(µ) ≤ ϵ.

Remark 14.4. For the last conclusion, it is enough to assume the one-sided condition f ∈ S1/2, we
do not need to use that f ∈ S1/2.

Proof. Given the first assumption that f ∈ S1/2
1/2 , the third point is a consequence of our approximation

result for Gaussian-analytic functions, Proposition 7.4, using the Fourier-theoretic definition of S1/2.
We proceed to explain the equivalence of the first two conditions. Suppose that f ∈ S1/2

1/2 , then
the second statement about the Hermite coefficients follows by combining Corollary 14.2 with the
complex-analytic characterization of S1/2

1/2 from Theorem 12.7.

66



Now suppose that |an| = O(exp(−tn)). By Corollary 14.2, we know that f is an entire function
of order 2, i.e. |f(z)| ≲ eO(|z|2). Combining this with the assumption that f ∈ S1/2, the assumptions
of Corollary 12.9 hold with p = h = 2 and µ = 1. Then the conclusion of Corollary 12.9 exactly tells
us that f ∈ S1/2

1/2 .

More generally, we have the following result for Hölder conjugates 1/α and 1/β:

Theorem 14.5. Let β ∈ [1/2, 1) and α = 1− β, and let f ∈ Sα be an element of Schwartz space
with Hermite polynomial expansion

f(x) =

∞∑
n=0

an hn(x)

in L2(N(0, 1)). The following two conditions are equivalent:

1. f ∈ Sβα , the two-sided Gelfand–Shilov space.

2. The Hermite polynomial coefficients an decay at an exponential rate in n1/2β, i.e. there exists
t > 0 such that

|an| = O(exp(−tn1/2β))

Either of the equivalent conditions implies11 that

3. For any r-strictly-sub-exponential probability measure µ, there exists a constant C > 0 such
that the following is true. For any ϵ ∈ (0, 1/2), there exists a polynomial P of degree at most
C log2βr(1/ϵ) such that

∥f − P∥L2(µ) ≤ ϵ.

Proof. First we prove equivalence of the first two conditions. As in Lemma 12.2, define

r(x) :=
1

π1/4
e−x

2/2f(
√
2x) =

∞∑
n=0

an φn(x).

Start by assuming that f ∈ Sβ. Using the complex-analytic characterization of Sβ from
Theorem 12.6, as well as the two-sided version from Theorem 12.7 and the fact that β ≥ 1/2, we see
that r ∈ Sββ . By Theorem 14.1, this implies the stated decay rate for the Hermite coefficients an of
r, which by Lemma 12.2 yields the second conclusion.

Now assume that |an| = O(exp(−tn1/2β)). Then by Theorem 14.1, we have that r ∈ Sββ , and by
Theorem 12.7 this means that for some a, b, C > 0 we have an entire extension of r such that

|r(x+ iy)| ≤ C exp(−a|x|1/β + b|y|1/(1−β)).

From the definition of r, this implies that f admits an entire extension specified by f(
√
2z) =

r(z)π1/4ez
2/2 satisfying

|f(x+ iy)| = π1/4|ez2/4||r((x+ iy)/
√
2)| ≤ C ′ exp(a′x2 + b′|y|1/(1−β))

for some a′, b′, C ′ > 0. Since 2 ≤ 1/(1−β), it follows that f is an entire function of order p = 1/(1−β).
Since α = 1 − β, the assumptions of Corollary 12.9 are satisfied and so we find that f ∈ Sβα as
desired.

11Again, the one-sided condition f ∈ Sβ is sufficient here without requiring f ∈ Sα.
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Finally, we prove that having f ∈ Sβ implies the third condition. From the Fourier-theoretic
definition of Sβ we know that |f̂(ξ)| ≤ C ′′e−b

′′|ξ|1/β) for some C ′′, b′′ > 0. Therefore for Ω > 0 we
have the tail bound ∫

R\[−Ω,Ω]
|f̂(ξ)|dξ ≲ e−b

′′Ω1/β
.

So applying our polynomial approximation result from Theorem 4.5, we find that there exists a
polynomial p of degree at most D such that

∥f − p∥L2(µ) ≲
∥f̂∥L1([−Ω,Ω])

2π

(r e
D

)D/r
· (KΩ)D + e−b

′′Ω1/β
.

Taking Ω = Θ(logβ(1/ϵ)) and D = Θ(log2rβ(1/ϵ)) proves the result.

14.3 Examples

As we see from the computation below, the function x 7→ ecx
2 for c ≤ 0 is an example of a bounded

function with exponentially decaying Hermite expansion, so our universality result applies to it.
Because the Fourier transform maps Gaussians to Gaussians, we know that this function is an
element of the Gelfand–Shilov space S1/2, but not any Paley-Wiener space. This is because its
Fourier transform lacks compact support (or equivalently, by the Paley-Wiener theorem, because it
grows too quickly on C).

On the other hand, the example of ecx2 for c ∈ (0, 1/4) shows that having a Hermite coefficient
expansion which decays at an exponential rate is not itself sufficient to obtain any universality result
over sub-exponential distributions. This function is in L2(N(0, 1)) but it is not in Schwartz space,
and it is not square-integrable for all strictly sub-exponential distributions.

Proposition 14.6. Let X ∼ N(0, 1). If c < 1
4 , then the L2(N(0, 1)) expansion of ecX2 into

orthonormal polynomials is

ecX
2
= (1− 2c)−

1
2

∞∑
k=0

√
(2k)!

k!

(
c

1− 2c

)k
h2k(X),

with no odd terms (i.e. the coefficients of h2k+1 vanish).

Proof. Write the L2 expansion as ecx2 =
∑

n≥0 anHn(x) with an = E[ecX2
Hn(X)]. To compute an,

we use the generating function for Hermite polynomials. For c < 1
2 ,

E
[
ecX

2+tX
]
= (1− 2c)−

1
2 exp

( t2

2(1− 2c)

)
by completing the square. Hence

∞∑
n=0

tn

n!
E
[
ecX

2
Hen(X)

]
= E

[
ecX

2
etX− t

2

2

]
= (1− 2c)−

1
2 exp

(
c

1− 2c
t2
)
.

Expanding the right-hand side,

(1− 2c)−
1
2

∞∑
k=0

1

k!

(
c

1− 2c

)k
t2k,

we see all odd coefficients vanish, and for k ≥ 0,

E
[
ecX

2
He2k(X)

]
= (1− 2c)−

1
2
(2k)!

k!

(
c

1− 2c

)k
.
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Since h2k = He2k/
√
(2k)!, we obtain

a2k = (1− 2c)−
1
2

√
(2k)!

k!

(
c

1− 2c

)k
, a2k+1 = 0,

which gives the stated expansion.

Applying Stirling’s approximation shows that the coefficients of the expansion indeed decay at
an exponential rate.
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A Other basic tools

A.1 Standard bump functions

Fix R > 1. Let

ψ(t) =

{
e−1/t, t > 0,

0, t ≤ 0,
and ϑ(s) =

ψ(s)

ψ(s) + ψ(1− s)
, s ∈ R.

Then ϑ ∈ C∞(R), ϑ(s) = 0 for s ≤ 0, ϑ(s) = 1 for s ≥ 1, and 0 ≤ ϑ ≤ 1. Define the (even) cutoff

χR(x) = ϑ
(
R− |x|

)
, x ∈ R.

By construction, χR ∈ C∞(R), supp(χR) ⊂ [−R,R], 0 ≤ χR ≤ 1, and

χR(x) = 1 for all x ∈ [−R+ 1, R− 1].

Thus χR is a standard bump with unit-thickness transition layers on [R− 1, R] and [−R,−R+ 1].

A.2 Concentration inequalities

Lemma A.1 (Robust concentration). Suppose that Zi ∈ R, i ≤ n are i.i.d. samples drawn
from a distribution such that E[|Zi|k] < ∞ for some k ≥ 2. Let µ = E[Zi] be the mean of the
distribution. Consider the truncated empirical mean µ̂M = n−1

∑
i≤n TM (Zi), where TM (z) =

max{min{z,M},−M} is the truncation operator at level M > 0. Then with M =
(
(k − 1)E[|Z|k] ·√

4 log(2/δ)/n
)1/k

, it holds with probability at least 1− δ that

|µ̂M − µ| ≤
(
2

√
log(2/δ)

n

) k−1
k kE[|Zi|k]1/k

(k − 1)1−1/k
.

Proof. We fix δ > 0 throughout the proof and M > 0 to be determined later. Since each TM (Zi) is
bounded in [−M,M ], we can apply Hoeffding’s inequality to obtain that with probability at least
1− δ, that

|µ̂M − E[TM (Zi)]| ≤ 2M

√
log(2/δ)

n
.

On the other hand, we can bound the bias term as∣∣E[TM (Zi)]− µ
∣∣ ≤ E[|Zi| 1{|Zi| > M}] ≤ E[|Zi|k]/Mk−1.
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Therefore, choosing M =
(
(k − 1)E[|Z|k] ·

√
4 log(2/δ)/n

)1/k
yields that

|µ̂− µ| ≤ 2E[|Zi|k]
(k − 1)Mk−1

+ 4M

√
log(2/δ)

n
=
(
2

√
log(2/δ)

n

) k−1
k kE[|Zi|k]1/k

(k − 1)1−1/k
.

A.3 VC theory and uniform convergence

Definition A.2 (VC dimension). Let H be a class of binary classifiers on a space Z. A set S ⊆ Z
is shattered by H if for every subset T ⊆ S, there exists h ∈ H such that h(z) = 1 for z ∈ T and
h(z) = 0 for z ∈ S \ T . The VC-dimension of H, denoted as VCdim(H), is the size of the largest set
shattered by H. If arbitrarily large sets can be shattered, VCdim(H) = ∞.

Theorem A.3 (Uniform convergence, Theorem 6.8 [SSBD14]). Let H be a class of binary classifiers
with VC-dimension V < ∞. For i.i.d. samples {zi}i≤n drawn from a distribution µ, define the
empirical and true error by R̂n(h) = n−1

∑
i≤n h(zi) and R(h) = Ez∼µ[h(z)] respectively. Then for

any δ > 0, with probability at least 1− δ over the sample, uniformly for all h ∈ H:

|R(h)− R̂n(h)| ≲
√
V log(n/V ) + log(1/δ)

n
.

The second lemma generalizes the VC-based uniform convergence result to general real-valued
loss functions with finite VC-dimension.

Lemma A.4 ([Vap06], Assertion 2 in Chapter 7.8). Let Qα(z) be a class of functions indexed by
α ∈ Λ, such that:

1. For each α ∈ Λ, Qα(z) is a nonnegative and measurable function

2. Set collection {Qα(z)}α has finite VC-dimension V , in the sense that the binary classifiers{
z 7→ 1{Qα(z) ≥ t}

}
α,t

has VC-dimension V .

3. For all α, Ez[Qα(z)2] <∞.

Then for i.i.d. dataset {zi}i≤n drawn from a distribution such that Ez[Qα(z)2] < ∞ for all α, we
have that for any t > 0 that

P
(
sup
α

Ez[Qα(z)]− n−1
∑

i≤nQα(zi)

Ez[Qα(z)2]1/2
> t

√
(1− log t/2)

)
≤ 12

(2n)V

V !
exp(−nt2/4).

As a consequence, when n ≥ V log(2en/V ) + log(12/δ), then with probability at least 1− δ, we have
for any α ∈ Λ that

Ez[Qα(z)] ≤ n−1
∑
i≤n

Qα(zi) + 2E[Qα(z)2]1/2
√
V log(2en/V ) + log(12/δ)

n
.

B Deferred proofs from Section 7

To control related quantities, we frequently involve the following form of Stirling’s approximation
from [Gro18, Eq. 112]

Lemma B.1 (Stirling’s approximation). For any x > 0, it holds that√
2π

z

(z
e

)z
< Γ(x) <

√
2π

z

(z
e

)z
exp{1/(12z)}.
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B.1 Proofs of polynomial approximation results

Proof of Theorem 7.3. In the following, we assume that x ∼ µ and z ∼ γd are independent. For any
fixed R > 0 and x ∈ Rd, it holds by the linearity of Tσ and boundedness of g that

|Tσ(f · 1BR
)(x)− Tσf(x)| =

∣∣Ez[f(x+ σz)1{∥x+ σz∥ ≥ R}]
∣∣

≤ Ez[|f(x+ σz)| · 1{∥x+σz∥2>R}]

≤M · Pz(∥x+ σz∥2 > R).

Hence, the squared L2(µ) error can be bounded as

∥Tσ(f · 1BR
)− Tσf∥2µ ≤M2Ex

[
Ez[1{

∥∥x+ σz∥2 > R} > R]2
]

≤M2 Px,z(∥x+ σz∥2 > R)

≤M2 P(∥x∥2 + σ∥z∥2 > R)

≤M2
(
P
(
∥x∥2 >

bR

σ + b

)
+ P

(
∥z∥2 >

R

σ + b

))
.

Here, the second inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality. For the right-hand side above, it suffices
to apply the tail bound to x and z respectively. We set c′ = min{c, 2} in the sequel. Note that
the covering number of the sphere is N∥·∥2(Sd−1, 1/2) ≤ 5d, it holds by the union bound and the
maximal inequality that

P(∥x∥2 >
bR

σ + b
) + P(∥z∥2 >

R

σ + b
) ≤ A · 5d

(
exp

{
− Rc

2c(σ + b)c
}
+ exp

{
− R2

8(σ + b)2
})

≤ 2A · 5d exp
{
− Rc

′

2c′(σ + b)c′
}
,

when R > 2(σ + b). Thus, when setting R > 2(σ + b) ·
(
log(2A/ε2) + d log 5

)1/c′ , last inequality
implies the desired result.

Proof of Theorem 7.4. Since f ∈ H(k), there exist a function g : Rk → {±1} and a matrix U ∈ Rk×d
such that f(x) = g(Ux) and UUT = Ik. Therefore,

Tσf(x) = Ez∼γd [g(U(x+ σz))]

= Ez∼γk [g(Ux+ σz)]

= Tσg(Ux).

On the other hand, for both strictly sub-exponential and sub-exponential cases, push forward U#µ
on Rk satisfy the same condition on Rk as the original distribution µ on Rd. Suppose that we find a
polynomial Q on Rk such that ∥g −Q∥U#µ ≤ ε, then it holds for P (x) = Q(Ux) that

∥Tσf − P∥µ = ∥Tσg −Q(x)∥U#µ ≤ ε.

Hence, we can assume that k = d and f : Rd → {±1} without loss of generality. The subsequent
proof in the following separates into three parts: strictly sub-exponential cases with r > 1, r = 1,
and sub-exponential case.
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Strictly sub-exponential bound with r > 1. Note that Tσf is a Gaussian analytic function,
it suffices to verify that measure µ satisfies the tail-bound condition before applying Theorem 7.3.
Using a Chernoff bound, it holds for any t > 0 and u ∈ Sd−1 that,

P(⟨x, u⟩ > t) ≤ inf
λ>0

e−λtEx∼µ
[
eλ⟨x,u⟩

]
≤ inf

λ>0
A exp

(
(K|λ|)r − λt

)
.

Setting λ = (t/r)1/(r−1)K−r/(r−1)in the right-hand side yields that

P(⟨x, u⟩ > t) ≤ A exp
(
− (r − 1) ·

( t

Kr

)r/(r−1))
.

By symmetry, we can verify that the condition in Eq. (7.5) holds with c = r/(r − 1) and b =
Kr · (r − 1)r

−1−1. We then apply Lemma 7.3 to obtain that
∥∥Tσf − Tσ(f · 1BR

)
∥∥
µ
≤ ε/2 whenever

R > 2(σ + b) ·
(
2 log(4/ε) + d log 5

)1/c′
. (B.1)

Here the decaying exponent is c′ = min{r/(r − 1), 2}. In the sequel, we persist with the notation
b, c′ for simplicity.

The second part is to approximate Tσ(f ·1BR
) with polynomials using Theorem 6.6. We begin with

controlling |ρ|(Bc
Ω). Denote Vd = πd/2

Γ(d/2+1) as the volume of the unit ball in Rd and Sd−1 = 2πd/2

Γ(d/2)

as the surface area of the unit sphere Sd−1. Note that the Fourier transform of Tσ(f · 1BR
) is

F [Tσ(f · 1BR
)](ξ) = F [f · 1BR

](ξ) · exp{−σ2∥ξ∥22/2} and that
∣∣F [f · 1BR

](ξ)
∣∣ ≤ Vd ·Rd, and we can

control the exterior volume |ρ|(Bc
Ω) as

|ρ|(Bc
Ω) ≤

∫
Rd\BΩ

|F [Tσ(f · 1BR
)](ξ)|dξ

≤ Vd ·Rd ·
∫
Rd\BΩ

exp{−σ2∥ξ∥22/2}dξ

= Vd ·Rd · Sd−1σ
−d
∫ ∞

σΩ
rd−1 exp{−r2/2}dr. (B.2)

To continue bounding the term above, we split the integral into two parts using Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality:∫ ∞

σΩ
rd−1 exp{−r2/2}dr ≤

(∫ ∞

σΩ
r2d−2 exp{−r2/2}dr

)1/2
·
(∫ ∞

σΩ
exp{−r2/2}dr

)1/2
≤ 2d/2−3/4

(∫ ∞

0
rd−3/2 exp{−r}dr

)1/2
·
√
π

2
exp{−σ2Ω2/4}

≤ 2d/2−5/4√π Γ(d− 1/2)1/2 exp{−σ2Ω2/4}. (B.3)

Using Stirling’s approximation in Theorem B.1, we have that

Γ(d− 1/2)1/2

Γ(d/2) · Γ(d/2 + 1)
≤ Γ(d)1/2

Γ(d/2)2d/2

≤
(
d/e
)d/2 · (2π/d)1/4

(d/2e)d · (2π)
exp{1/(24d)}

≤ d−d/2−1/4 · (4e)d/2 · (2π)−3/4e. (B.4)
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Combing Eq. (B.2), Eq. (B.3) and Eq. (B.4), we have that

|ρ|(Bc
Ω)

2π
≤ σ−d exp{−σ2Ω2/4}Rd · 2d/2−5/4 · 2πd+1/2 Γ(d− 1/2)1/2

Γ(d/2) · Γ(d/2 + 1)

≤ e

2π1/4
σ−d exp{−σ2Ω2/4} · d−d/2 · (8π2eR2)d/2. (B.5)

Therefore, there exists a constant C1 > 0 such that when

R = 2(σ + b)(2 log(4/ε) + d log 5)1/c
′
;

Ω ≃
(
log(1/ε) + d log(R2/(σ2d))

)1/2
σ−1,

the requirement in Eq. (B.1) is satisfied, and it holds that |ρ|(Bc
Ω)/(2π) ≤ ε/4.

The final step is to settle the degree such that the first term in the upper bound of best polynomial
approximation error in Theorem 6.6 is small. In order to comply with the conditions in Theorem 6.6,
we require that D > r(KΩ)r. Note that |F [Tσ(f · 1BR

)](ξ)| is bounded by VdRd exp{−σ2∥ξ∥22/2},
we have that

|ρ|(BΩ) ·
(
er/D

)D/r
(KΩ)D ≤

∫
BΩ

∣∣F [Tσ(f · 1BR
)](ξ)

∣∣ dξ ·
(
er/D

)D/r
(KΩ)D

≤ Vd (2πσ
2R2)d/2

(
er/D

)D/r
(KΩ)D

≤ (4πσR · d−1/2)d
(
er/D

)D/r
(KΩ)D. (B.6)

where the last line holds by Theorem B.1. We now set D = er(KΩ)r + r log
(
4(4πσRd−1/2)d/ε

)
,

under which it holds that

(B.6) ≤ ε

4
+ exp

(
− D

r
log

D

er(KΩ)r
+ log

4(4πσRd−1/2)d

ε

)
≤ ε

4
+ exp

(
− D

r

(
1− er(KΩ)

D

)
+ log

4(4πσRd−1/2)d

ε

)
≤ ε

4
+ exp

(
− log

4(4πσRd−1/2)d

ε
+ log

4(4πσRd−1/2)d

ε

)
≤ ε

4
. (B.7)

Here the second line holds from the inequality log x ≥ 1 − 1/x for any x > 0, and the third line
follows from the choice of D. When r > 2, we have that c′ = r/(r−1) < 2, In this case, we have that

R ≃ (log(1/ε) + d)1/c
′
;

Ω ≃
(
log(1/ε) + d log(d/σ)

)1/2
σ−1;

D ≃ σ−r
(
log(ε−1) + d log(d/σ)

)r/2
.

On the other hand, when 1 < r ≤ 2, we have that c′ = 2. And we have that

R ≃ (log(1/ε) + d)1/2;

Ω ≃
(
log(1/ε) + d log(1/σ)

)1/2
σ−1;

D ≃ σ−r
(
log(ε−1) + d log(1/σ

)r/2
.

This concludes the proof when r > 1.
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Strictly sub-exponential bound with r = 1. In this case, we claim that supp(µ) ⊂ BK . To see
this, note that for any M > K and u ∈ Sd−1, we have that

Pµ(|⟨u, x⟩| > M) ≤ inf
λ>0

e−λMEx∼µ
[
eλ⟨u,x⟩

]
≤ inf

λ>0
exp
(
Kλ− λM

)
= 0.

Since the distribution is bounded in BK the conditions in Theorem 7.3 are satisfied with A = 2,
b = K and any c > 0. Therefore, choosing R = 2(σ + K) ·

√
2 log(2/ε) + d log 5 yields that

∥Tσf − Tσ(f · 1BR
)∥L2(µ) ≤ ε/2.

For the second part, note that Eq. (B.5) still holds, and when

Ω ≃ σ−1
(
log(1/ε) + d

(
log log(ε−1)

))1/2
,

it holds that |ρ|(Bc
Ω)/(2π) ≤ ε/4 as in Eq. (B.5). On the other hand, similar to Eq. (B.7), setting

D = e(KΩ) + log
(
4(4πσRd−1/2)d/ε

)
yields that ∥Tσ(f · 1BR

)− P∥L2(µ) ≤ ε/2 for some polynomial
P of degree D. In this case

D ≃ σ−r
(
log(1/ε) + d log(1/σ)

)r/2
.

Applying the triangle inequality, we conclude the existence of the desired polynomial approximation.

Bound for sub-exponential input. We apply Theorem 7.3 to truncate the tail of µ. For fixed
u ∈ Sd−1, the Markov’s inequality implies that

P(⟨x, u⟩ > t) ≤ E[exp{2⟨x, u⟩/K − 2t/K}]

≤ e2 exp
(
− t

K

)
.

By symmetry, we have that µ satisfies the hypothesis of Lemma 7.3 with A = 2e2, c = 1 and b = K.
Therefore, we have that ∥∥Tσf − Tσ(f · 1BR

)
∥∥
L2(µ)

≤ ε/2,

whenever R > 2(σ +K) · (2 log(4e/ε) + d log 5).
To approximate Tσ(f · 1BR

) using polynomials with Theorem 6.7, we replicate the second part
of the proof of the strictly sub-exponential bound that controls the exterior volume |ρ|(Bc

Ω). Recall
that for fixed R,Ω, Eq. (B.5) asserts that

|ρ|(Bc
Ω)

2π
≤ e

2π1/4
exp{−σ2Ω2/4} · d−d/2 · (8π2eR2/σ2)d/2. (B.8)

Then under the choice

R = 4(σ +K) · (2 log(4e/ε) + d log 5),

Ω ≃ σ−1
(
log(ε−1) + d log(d/σ)

)1/2
,

we have that |ρ|(Bc
Ω)/(2π) ≤ ε/4 as Eq. (B.8) implies. For the first term in the upper bound in

Theorem 6.7, we first note that

tanh(t)D ≤ exp{D log tanh(t)} ≤ exp{D(tanh(t)− 1)} = exp
{
−D

2

1 + e2t

}
.
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Then the first term in the upper bound in Theorem 6.7 can be controlled as

e|ρ|(BΩ)

2π
tanh

(KπΩ
4

)D
≤ e

2π
· Vd · (

√
2πσR)d · exp

(
− 2D

eKπΩ/2 + 1

)
≤ e

2π
·
(
2πσR/

√
d
)d · exp(− D

eKπΩ/2

)
.

Therefore, when

D ≳
(
ε−1 · (d/σ)d

)O(σ−1) ·
(
log(ε−1) + d

(
log log(ε−1) ∨ log d

))
,

it holds that e|ρ|(BΩ)
2π tanh

(
KπΩ
4

)D
≤ ε/4, and there exists a polynomial P of degree D such that

∥Tσ(f · 1BR
) − P∥L2(µ) < ε/4. Using Theorem 6.7 and triangle inequality, we can conclude that

∥Tσf − P∥L2(µ) ≤ ε.

B.2 Proofs of polynomial regression results

Proof of Theorem 7.5. Let f∗ be the target function in H(k) such that

Pz,(x,y)(f∗(x+ σz) ̸= y) ≤ optσ,H(k) + ε/4. (B.9)

By the assumption, there exists a polynomial P ∗ of degree D such that ∥Tσf∗ − P ∗∥L2(µ) ≤ ε/4.
And Tσf∗ follows that

E(x,y)∼µ[|Tσf∗(x)− y|] ≤ E(x,y),z[|f∗(x+ σz)− y|]
≤ 2optσ,H(k) + ε/2.

Single-shot guarantee. Given dataset D, we consider the output ĥD of Algorithm 1. We
relate the misclassification error of ĥD to the L1 predicting error of P̂D. Note that when yi = 1,
sign(P̂D(xi)− t) ̸= yi if and only if t lies in the interval [−1,−P̂D(xi)] (we assume that the interval
is empty if P̂D(xi) ≥ 1). Therefore, we can represent the classification error using sign(P̂D − t) as

1

n

n∑
i=1

1{sign(P̂D(xi)− t) ̸= yi} =
1

n

n∑
i=1

1{−1 ≤ t ≤ −P̂D(xi), yi = 1}

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

1{−P̂D(xi) ≤ t ≤ 1, yi = −1}.

Since t̂ is chosen to minimize the left-hand side, we have the following average case relaxation

1

n

n∑
i=1

1{ĥD(xi) ̸= yi} ≤ 1

2

∫ 1

−1

( 1
n

n∑
i=1

1{−1 ≤ t ≤ −P̂D(xi), yi = 1}

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

1{−P̂D(xi) ≤ t ≤ 1, yi = −1}
)
dt

≤ 1

2n

n∑
i=1

|P̂D(xi)− yi|. (B.10)
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Using the L1 optimality of P̂D in PD, Eq. (B.10) implies that

1

n

n∑
i=1

1{ĥD(xi) ̸= yi} ≤ 1

2n

n∑
i=1

|P ∗(xi)− yi|

≤ 1

2n

n∑
i=1

(
|P ∗(xi)− Tσf

∗(xi)|+ |Tσf∗(xi)− yi|
)
. (B.11)

For the left-hand side above, we note that the space of all polynomial threshold functions with degree
at most D has VC dimension O(m logm), where m =

(
d+D
D

)
is the number of monomials of degree

at most D. Therefore, when n = Ω(ε−2m log(m)), uniform convergence of∣∣∣P(x,y)∼µ(ĥD(x) ̸= y)− 1

n

n∑
i=1

1{ĥD(xi) ̸= yi}
∣∣∣ ≤ ε

4
, (B.12)

Now we turn to bound the right-hand side of Eq. (B.11). For the first term, it holds by Chebyshev’s
inequality that

P
( 1
n

n∑
i=1

∣∣Tσf∗(xi)− P ∗(xi)
∣∣ ≥ Ex[|Tσf∗(x)− P ∗(x)

∣∣] + ε

4

)
≤

16Ex[|Tσf∗(x)− P ∗(x)
∣∣2]

nε2
.

Therefore, when n = Ω(ε−2), we have with probability at least 11/12 that

1

n

n∑
i=1

|Tσf∗(xi)− P ∗(xi)| ≤ Ex[|Tσf∗(x)− P ∗(x)
∣∣] + ε

4

≤ Ex[|Tσf∗(x)− P ∗(x)
∣∣2]1/2 + ε

4
≤ ε/2. (B.13)

For the second term in Eq. (B.11), since |Tσf∗(xi)| ≤ supx |f∗(x)| = 1 is bounded, Chebyshev’s
inequality again implies that with probability at least 11/12 over the randomness of the training
data D,

1

n

n∑
i=1

|Tσf∗(xi)− yi| ≤ E(x,y)∼µ[|Tσf∗(x)− y|] + ε

4
. (B.14)

Combining Eqs. (B.11) to (B.14) and Eq. (B.9) , we have that with probability at least 3/4 over the
randomness of the training data D, it holds that

P(x,y)∼µ(ĥD(x) ̸= y) ≤ 1

2
E(x,y)∼µ[|Tσf∗(x)− y|] + 3ε

4
≤ optσ,H(k) + ε, (B.15)

In each fit, we take samples of size n = Θ
(
ε−2m log(m)

)
.

Best-of-R guarantee. Suppose that we run Algorithm 1 for R = Θ
(
log(1/δ)

)
times, each with

independent samples Dr of size n = Θ
(
ε−2m log(m)

)
, and get a family of predictors {ĥDr}. Then

Eq. (B.15) implies that

P
((

min
r

P(x,y)∼µ(ĥDr(x) ̸= y)
)
> optσ,F(k) + 3ε/4

)
≤ 4−R ≤ δ/2.
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We denote E0 = {minr P(x,y)∼µ(ĥDr(x) ̸= y) ≤ optσ,F(k)+3ε/4} and set r∗ = argminr P(x,y)∼µ(ĥDr(x) ̸=
y).

We take another validation set V of size nv = Ω
(
ε−2 log(1/δ)

)
. Using a union bound and

Hoeffding’s inequality, we have that

P
(
max
r

∣∣P(x,y)∼µ(ĥDr(x) ̸= y)− 1

nv

∑
(xi,yi)∈V

1{ĥDr(xi) ̸= yi}
∣∣ > ε/8

)
≤ 2R · exp

(
− nvε

2

32

)
≤ δ/2.

Accordingly, we set

E1 =
{
max
r

∣∣P(x,y)∼µ(ĥDr(x) ̸= y)− 1

nv

∑
(xi,yi)∈V

1{ĥDr(xi) ̸= yi}
∣∣ ≤ ε/8

}
.

Then on the event E0 ∩ E1, where P(E0 ∩ E1) ≥ 1− δ, we have that

P(x,y)∼µ(ĥDr̂
(x) ̸= y)

E1
≤ 1

nv

∑
(xi,yi)∈V

1{ĥDr̂
(xi) ̸= yi}+ ε/8

≤ 1

nv

∑
(xi,yi)∈V

1{ĥDr∗ (xi) ̸= yi}+ ε/8

E1
≤ P(x,y)∼µ(ĥDr∗ (x) ̸= y) + ε/4

E0
≤ optσ,F(k) + ε.

Here the second line holds by the optimality of r̂ on the validation set. Our final predictor is ĥDr̂
,

and the toal sample complexity is Rn+ nv = O
(
ε−2m log(m) log(1/δ)

)
. This concludes the proof of

Theorem 7.5.

Proof of Theorem 7.2. This is a direct consequence of combining Theorem 7.5 and Theorem 7.4.

C Deferred proofs from Section 9

Proof of Theorem 9.2. We inductively define Bl : R → R for l = 0, . . . , k as

B0 = 1; B1(x) = x− 1/2; Bl+1(x) = (l + 1)
(∫ x

0
Bl(t) dt−

∫ 1

0
Bl(t) dt

)
, l ≥ 1.

It is clear that, Bl is a polynomial of degree l such that Bl(1) = Bl(0) for l ̸= 1, and B′
l+1(x) =

(l + 1) ·Bl(x). Note that |B1(x)| = |x− 1/2| ≤ 1 + |x|. Given that |Bl(x)| ≤ 2l(1 + |x|)l for some
l ≥ 0, we have that

|Bl+1(x)| ≤ (l + 1)

∫ |x|

0
|Bl(t)| dt+ (l + 1)

∫ 1

0
|Bl(t)| dt ≤ (1 + |x|)l+1

≤ 2l+1

∫ |x|∨1

0
(l + 1)(1 + t)l dt

≤ 2l+1(1 + |x|)l+1.

Therefore, we have that |Bl(x)| ≤ 2l(1 + |x|)l for all l ≥ 0 by induction.
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We now define pk(x) =
∑k

l=0 al ·Bl+1(x)/(l + 1)!. Then for any 0 ≤ m ≤ k, we have that

p
(l)
k (1)− p

(l)
k (0) =

k∑
m=0

am
(m+ 1)!

·
(
B

(l)
m+1(1)−B

(l)
m+1(0)

)
=

al
(l + 1)!

·
(
B

(l)
l+1(1)−B

(l)
l+1(0)

)
= al

(
B1(1)−B1(0)

)
= al.

On the other hand, we have that

p
(k)
k (x) =

k∑
l=0

al
(l + 1)!

·B(k)
l+1(x) =

ak
(k + 1)!

·B(k)
k+1(x) = ak (x− 1/2).

Therefore, the result for the k-th derivative holds by taking the maximum of the absolute value of
p
(k)
k (x) over x ∈ [0, 1]. Using the absolute bound of Bl, we have that

|pk(x)| ≤
k∑
l=0

|al|
(l + 1)!

· |Bl+1(x)| ≤
k∑
l=0

|al|
(l + 1)!

· 2l+1(1 + |x|)l+1

≤ (1 + |x|)k
k∑
l=0

2l+1|al|
(l + 1)!

.

This concludes the absolute bound of pk.

Proof of Theorem 9.3. Following the proof of Theorem 2.3 and Corollary 2.4 in [DL93], the approxi-
mating trigonometric polynomial is given by

TD(x) =
∑

1≤j≤k

∫ 2π

0
(−1)j+1f(x+ jt) ·KD,k(t) dt, (C.1)

KD,k(t) = λD,k ·
(
sin
(
(⌊D/2⌋+ 1)t/2

)
sin(t/2)

)2k

,

where λD,k is a normalizing constant such that
∫ 2π
0 KD,k(t) dt = 1. We denote cm(f) =

∫ 2π
0 f(t)eimt dt

as the m-th Fourier coefficient of f . Using the property of periodic convolution, we have that

cm(TD) =

∫ 2π

0
TD(t) · e−imt dt

=
∑

1≤j≤k
(−1)j+1 ·

∫ 2π

0

∫ 2π

0
f(t+ js) ·KD,k(s) ds · e−imt dt

=
∑

1≤j≤k
(−1)j+1 ·

∫ 2π

0
KD,k(s)e

imjs ·
∫ 2π

0
f(t+ js) · e−im(t+js) dt ds

=
∑

1≤j≤k
(−1)j+1 · c−mj(KD,k) · cm(f).

We bound the Fourier coefficients of KD,k and f separately. For f , we can use property of Fourier
transform to obtain that cm(f) = (im)−kcm(f

(k)), thus obtaining that |cm(f)| ≤ 2πM/|m|k. For
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TD, we can use the normalizing property of KD,k to get that∣∣∣ ∑
1≤j≤k

(−1)j+1 · c−mj(KD,k)
∣∣∣ = ∫ 2π

0
KD,k(t) ·

∣∣∣ ∑
1≤j≤k

(−1)j+1eimjt
∣∣∣ dt

≤
∫ 2π

0
KD,k(t) · 2k+1 dt = 2k+1.

This implies that cm(TD) ≤ 2k+2πM/|m|k. Now the relation

am =
cm + c−m

2π
, bm =

cm − c−m
2πi

yields that
∑

1≤m≤D |am|+ |bm| ≤
∑

1≤m≤D |cm|/π ≤ 2k+2M/π
∑

1≤m≤Dm
−k.

Proof of Theorem 9.5. Note that the Fourier transform of TD is given by

T̂D0(ξ) =
∑
m≤D0

((am − bmi)(−1)m

2
· δmπ/R(ξ) +

(am + bmi)(−1)m

2
· δ−mπ/R(ξ)

)
.

Note that it is a finite linear combination of Dirac delta functions, and is equivalent to a complex
Radon measure ρ0 on R. Moreover, it is supported on [−D0π/R,D0π/R]. And the total variation
of the corresponding complex Radon measure is given by

|ρ0| ≤
∑
m≤D0

|am − bmi|
2

+
|am + bmi|

2
=
∑
m≤D0

(|am|+ |bm|) := CD.

Then, applying Theorem 6.3, we have that for any Ω ≥ D0π/R and D > 0 that

∥rD∥2µ ≤ sup
∥ξ∥≤Ω

|φ(ξ)| · |ρ0|.

Strictly sub-exponential bound. For the strictly sub-exponential case, when D = er(KΩ)r(1 +
K−rΩ−r), we have that

∥rD∥µ ≲ CD0 · e−eΩ.

Now, we choose Ω ≃ log(CD0/ε) ∨ (D0/R), which yields that D = er(KΩ)r(1 + K−rΩ−r) ≃
((log(CD0/ε)) ∨ (D0/R))

r. This ensures that ∥rD∥µ ≤ ε.

Sub-exponential bound. For sub-exponential case, it holds by Theorem 6.7 that

∥rD∥µ ≲ CD0 · exp{−4D · e−KπΩ/4}.

Therefore choosingD = eKπΩ/4·log(CD0/ε) ≃ exp{O(D0/R)}·log(CD0/ε) yields that ∥rD∥µ ≤ ε.

Proof of Theorem 9.1. without loss of generality, it suffices to find a polynomial that approximates
σ̃ that is defined in Eq. (9.4). We fix R that is to be specified in the end. The construction of σ̃
leads to the following derivative bound for 0 ≤ l ≤ k:

∣∣σ̃(l)(x)∣∣ ≤ ∫ x

0

|σ̃(k)(t)|
(k − l − 1)!

|x− t|k−l−1dt

≤
∫ x

0

M

(k − l − 1)!
|x− t|k−l−1dt =

M |x|k−l

(k − l)!
.
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Given R and σ̃, we construct a degree k polynomial qk in Eq. (9.5). Then Theorem 9.2 indicates the
following growth bound:

|qk(x)| ≤
(3R+ |x|)k

(2R)k
·
∑

0≤l≤k

2l+1(2R)l
(
σ̃(l)(R)− σ̃(l)(−R)

)
(l + 1)!

≤ (3R+ |x|)k

(2R)k
·
∑

0≤l≤k

4M · (4R)l ·Rk−l

(l + 1)! · (k − l + 1)!

≤ 4k+1M

k!
(3R+ |x|)k · .

Combining, we get that

∣∣σ̃(x)− qk(x)
∣∣ ≤ ∣∣σ̃(x)∣∣+ |qk(x)| ≤

4k+2M

k!
(3R+ |x|)k. (C.2)

We use this bound to control the first term in Eq. (9.7). Suppose that P(|x| ≥ t) ≲ exp{−(t/b)α}
for some α ≥ 1, then we have that

E[(3R+ |x|)2k 1{|x| ≥ R}] ≤ (4R)2k · P(|x| ≥ R) +

∫ ∞

R
P(|x| ≥ t) · 2k(3R+ t)2k−1 dt

≤ Ae−(R/b)α · (4R)2k + 2k A

∫ ∞

R
e−(t/b)α(3R+ t)2k−1dt

≤ Ae−(R/b)α · (4R)2k + 22k−1k A e−(R/b)α
∫ ∞

R
e−(t/b)α

(
(3R)2k−1 + t2k−1

)
dt

≲ Ae−(R/b)α · (4R)2k + 22kk A e−(R/b)α
(
(3R)2k−1b+ b2k(2k − 1)!

)
≤ AM · e−(R/b)α ·

(
(6R)2k + (2b)2k(2k − 1)!

)
. (C.3)

Taking square-root yields that

∥(σ̃(x)− qk(x)) · 1{|x| ≥ R}∥µ ≲
√
AMe−(R/b)α/2 ·

(
(6R)k + (2b)k

√
(2k − 1)!

)4k+2

k!
.

On the other hand, we can derive similar bound for the last term in Eq. (9.7). We note from the
construction in Eq. (C.1) that

sup
x∈R

|TD0(x)| ≤ k sup
x∈[−R,R]

|σ̃(x)− qk(x)|

≤ k
42k+2RkM

k!
.

where the second inequality follows from Eq. (C.2). As a consequence, we have that

∥TD0 · 1{|x| ≥ R}∥µ ≤ sup
x∈R

|TD0(x)| · P(|x| ≥ R)1/2

≤ 42k+2RkM

(k − 1)!
·
√
Ae−(R/b)α/2.

Combining with Eq. (C.3), we have

∥σ̃(x)− qk(x)∥µ + ∥TD0 · 1{|x| ≥ R}∥µ ≲Me−(R/b)α/2 ·
(
(24R)k + (8b)k

√
(2k − 1)!

)
/(k − 1)!.

(C.4)
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We will specify the choice R with the specific assumption on the distribution.
Clearly, the adjusted function σ̌ = σ̃−qk has matching derivatives up to order k at the boundaries,

and |σ̌(k)| ≤ 2M as shown in Eq. (9.6). As long as D0 = Ω(M1/kRε−1/k), Theorem 9.4 implies
that there exists a trigonometric polynomial TD0 such that supx∈[−R,R]

∣∣σ̌(x)− TD0(x)
∣∣ ≤ ε/4. In

addition, the coefficients of the approximating trigonometric polynomial satisfy that∑
1≤m≤D0

|am|+ |bm| ≤
2k+2

π

∑
1≤m≤D0

m−k ≤ 2k+2

π
· log(D0)

1{k=1}

Theorem 9.5 indicates that there exists an algebraic polynomial pT that approximates of TD0 , in the
sense that ∥TD0 − pT ∥µ ≤ ε/4.

Bounded case, r = 1. In this case, we can directly choose R = K that is the support of the
distribution, and all terms except the first Eq. (9.7) vanish. We set the degree of the trigonometric
polynomial as Θ(M1/kKε−1/k). To settle the degree of the corresponding algebraic polynomial, we
note that log(CD0/ε) ≲ k log(log(D0)/ε). While D0/R is always poly(1/ε). Therefore, Theorem 9.5
implies that the corresponding algebraic polynomial is of degree O

(
M1/k · ε−1/k

)
.

Strictly sub-exponential case, r > 1. In this case, we have that b = K and α = r/(r− 1). From
Eq. (C.4), choosing

R ≃ K ·
(
log(M/ε) +

(r − 1)k

r
log k

)(r−1)/r

is sufficient to ensure that Eq. (C.4) is bounded by ε/2. Similarly, we note that D0/R dominates
log(CD0/ε), and thus the degree of the corresponding algebraic polynomial is

D ≃ (D0/R)
r ≃

(M
ε

)r/k
·
(
log(M/ε) +

(r − 1)k

r
log k

)(r−1)
.

Sub-exponential case. For sub-exponential µ, we can choose A = 2, b = K and α = 1. The
corresponding truncation level is R = Θ

(
log(M/ε) + k log k

)
. As a consequence, Theorem 9.5

implies that the corresponding algebraic polynomial is of degree

D = O
(
exp

(
O(D0/R)

)
· log(log(D0)/ε)

)
= O

(
exp

{
O
(
(M/ε)1/k

)})
.

This concludes the proof of the desired results.

C.1 Comparison with [CKLS25]

Suppose that f : R → R is a function that can be (ε,R)-uniformly approximated by a polynomial of
degree D(ε) ·R logR. Let µ be a r-strictly sub-exponential distribution as defined in Theorem 6.5
with r > 1. Then the proof of Theorem 4.6 in [CKLS25] implies that it is sufficient for the truncation
level R to follow that

Rr/(r−1) ≥ C(D(ε) log(D(ε)) ·R log(R)2 + log(1/ε))

for some constant C > 0. A minimal sufficient condition for this to hold is that

R ≳ (D(ε) logD(ε))2(r−1) + log(1/ε)(r−1)/r.

As a consequence, the final degree of the approximation polynomial is O(D(ε)R logR) = Õ(D(ε)2r−1),
where Õ hides a polylog(D(ε)) factor. For Lipschitz function f , Jackson’s theorem implies that
D(ε) = ε−1, and the approximating polynomial is of degree Õ(ε−(2r−1)).
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D Deferred proofs from Section 10

D.1 Proofs of polynomial regression results

Proof of Theorem 10.2. Throughout the proof, we assume that the degree for the polynomial re-
gression is fixed. For any hypothesis h : Rd → R, we denote R(h) = E[ℓ(y, h(x))] as the test risk
and R̂n(h) = n−1

∑
i≤n ℓ(yi, h(xi)) as the empirical risk. For any coefficient vector w ∈ Rm, we use

pw(x) = ϕD(x)
⊤w to denote the corresponding polynomial predictor and pMw (x) = TM (ϕD(x)

⊤w) to
denote its truncated version. We claim that truncation does not increase the training error, given
that the level M is chosen properly. Indeed, for any w ∈ Rm, the training risk of the truncated
polynomial can be bounded as

R̂n(p
M
w ) =

1

n

∑
i≤n

ℓ
(
yi, TM (ϕD(xi)

⊤w)
)
1{|yi| ≤M}

+
1

n

∑
i≤n

ℓ
(
yi, TM (ϕD(xi)

⊤w)
)
1{|yi| > M}

≤ 1

n

∑
i≤n

ℓ
(
yi, ϕD(xi)

⊤w
)
1{|yi| ≤M}

+
L

n

∑
i≤n

max{|yi|,M} ·
∣∣TM (ϕD(xi)

⊤w)− yi
∣∣1{|yi| > M}

≤ 1

n

∑
i≤n

ℓ
(
yi, ϕD(xi)

⊤w
)
+

2L

n

∑
i≤n

|yi|2 1{|yi| > M}. (D.1)

Here the first inequality holds because of the non-decreasing property of ℓ in |y − y′| and the
pseudo-Lipschitzness of ℓ. Then the optimality of ŵ combined with Eq. (D.1) implies that for any
w ∈ Rm, it holds that

R̂n(p
M
ŵ ) ≤ R̂n(pw) +

2L

n

∑
i≤n

|yi|2 1{|yi| > M}. (D.2)

We analyze the two terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (D.2) separately, starting with the second
term. With the Markov inequality, it holds with probability at least 15/16 that

1

n

∑
i≤n

|yi|2 1{|yi| > M} ≤ E[|y|2 1{|y| > M}] +
√

16E[|y|4 1{|y| ≥M}]
n

≤ P(|y| ≥M)1/2 · E[|y|4]1/2 +
√

E[16|y|4]
n

≤ E[|y|4]
M2

+

√
16E[|y|4]

n
. (D.3)

For the first term in Eq. (D.2), we substitute w with some oracle choice that approximates
the optimal predictor in F . Concretely, we consider f∗ = argminf∈F E[ℓ(y, f(x))] and w∗

f =

argminw∈Rm E[(f∗(x)−ϕD(x)⊤w)2]. By the assumption, we know that E[(f∗(x)−ϕD(x)⊤w∗
f )

2]1/2 ≤
ε. And we can decompose the loss in the first term as

ℓ
(
yi, ϕD(xi)

⊤w∗
f

)
= l
(
|yi − f∗(xi) + f∗(xi)− ϕD(xi)

⊤w∗
f |
)

≤ l
(∣∣yi − f∗(xi)

∣∣+ ∣∣f∗(xi)− ϕD(xi)
⊤w∗

f

∣∣)
≤ l
(
|yi − f∗(xi)|

)
+ 2Lmax{|yi|, |f∗(xi)|, 1} ·

∣∣f∗(xi)− ϕD(xi)
⊤w∗

f

∣∣. (D.4)
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Here the first inequality follows from the triangle inequality and the non-decreasing property of l,
and the second inequality follows from the pseudo-Lipschitzness of l. On the other hand, we can use
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to bound the expectation of the last term as

E[max{|y|, |f∗(x)|, 1} · |f∗(x)− ϕD(x)
⊤w∗

f |] ≤ E[max{|y|, |f∗(x)|, 1}2]1/2 · E[|f∗(x)− ϕD(x)
⊤w∗

f |2]1/2

≤ ε ·
(
E[y4]1/4 + sup

f∈F
E[f(x)4]1/4 + 1

)
.

Then, the Markov’s inequality implies that with probability at least 15/16, it holds that

1

n

∑
i≤n

max{|yi|, |f∗(xi)|, 1} · |f∗(xi)− ϕD(xi)
⊤w∗

f | ≤ 16 ε ·
(
E[y4]1/4 + sup

f∈F
E[f(x)4]1/4 + 1

)
. (D.5)

On the other hand, we can use the Chebyshev’s inequality to bound the first term in Eq. (D.4),
which gives that with probability at least 15/16, it holds that

1

n

∑
i≤n

ℓ
(
yi, f

∗(xi)
)
≤ optF +

(16E[ℓ(y, f∗(x))2])1/2√
n

. (D.6)

Combining Eqs. (D.4) to (D.6), we have with probability at least 7/8 that

R̂n(pw∗
f
) ≤ optF +O

(
ε+

E[16ℓ(y, f∗(x))2]1/2√
n

)
. (D.7)

This concludes the analysis of the first term in Eq. (D.2). Plugging Eq. (D.7) and Eq. (D.3) into
Eq. (D.2), we have with probability at least 13/16 that,

R̂n(p
M
ŵ ) ≤ optF +O

(
ε+

E[ℓ(y, f∗(x))2]1/2√
n

+
E[|y|4]
M2

+

√
E[|y|4]
n

)
.

Now we have derived an upper bound on the empirical risk of the truncated polynomial pre-
dictor, it remains to bound its test risk using Theorem A.4. Note that the classifier (y, x) 7→
1{ℓ(y, TM (ϕD(x)

⊤ŵ)) ≥ t} has VC-dimension at most m+ 1 for any t > 0. Additionally, the second
moment of the loss function can be bounded as

E[ℓ(y, TM (ϕD(x)
⊤w))2]1/2 ≲ E[

(
l(0) + |y|+M

)2
]1/2.

Indeed, given that n ≥ m log(2en/m) + log(192), Theorem A.4 implies that with probability at least
15/16 over the dataset {(xi, yi)}i≤n, it holds that

R(pMŵ ) ≤ R̂n(p
M
ŵ ) +O

(
E[
(
l(0) + |y|+M

)2
]1/2 ·

√
m log(n/m)

n

)
.

In conclusion, with probability at least 3/4 over the dataset, we have that

R(pMŵ ) ≤ optF +O
(
ε+

E[ℓ(y, f∗(x))2]1/2√
n

+
E[|y|4]
M2

+

√
E[|y|4]
n

+ E[
(
l(0) + |y|+M

)2
]1/2 ·

√
m log(n/m)

n

)
.

We choose M = Ω(ε−1/2) and n = Ω(ε−3m) Then it holds that with probability at least 3/4 over
the dataset, that.

R(pMŵ ) ≤ optF + ε. (D.8)
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Replication and boosting. Suppose that we replicate the procedure above with R = Θ(log(8/δ))
times on independent datasets, and denote the output truncated polynomial predictors as {pMŵr

}r≤R.
Then Eq. (D.8) implies that

P
(
min
r
R(pMŵr

) > optF + ε
)
≤ (1/4)R ≤ δ/2.

Denote the event in above as E1. We take another validation set of size nval = Θ(log(8/δ) ε−(k−1)/(2k))
to choose the best hypothesis among {pMŵr

}r≤R. To validate each predictor pMŵr
, we use the truncated

loss ℓ̄(y, y′) = TMℓ(y, y′), where M = Θ
((

log(1/δ)n−1
)−(k−1)/(2k))

. Conditioned on the training

dataset, we can use Theorem A.1 on the random variables Zri = ℓ̄(yval
i , pMŵr

(xval
i )) for i ≤ nval and an

union bound over r ≤ R to obtain that with probability at least 1− δ/2 over the validation dataset,
it holds for all r ≤ R that∣∣∣ 1

nval

∑
i≤nval

TMℓ
(
yval
i , pMŵr

(xval
i )
)
−R(pMŵr

)
∣∣∣ ≤ ε/8. (D.9)

We set the event in Eq. (D.9) as E2. We denote r̂ = argminr≤R
1
nval

∑
i≤nval

TMℓ
(
yval
i , pMŵr

(xval
i )
)

as
the index of the best predictor on the validation set. Then the joint event E1 ∩ E2 follows that

P(E1 ∩ E2) = P(P(E2 | E1)P(E1) ≥ (1− δ/2)2 ≥ 1− δ.

On the event E1 ∩ E2, we have

R(pMŵr̂
) ≤ 1

nval

∑
i≤nval

TMℓ
(
yval
i , pMŵr̂

(xval
i )
)
+ ε/8

≤ 1

nval

∑
i≤nval

TMℓ
(
yval
i , pMŵr∗

(xval
i )
)
+ ε/8

≤ R(pMŵr∗
) + ε/4

≤ optF + ε.

In total, the pipeline takes O
(
ε−3m log(1/δ)

)
samples to output a predictor with test risk at most

optF + ε with probability at least 1− δ. This concludes the proof of the lemma.

D.2 Proofs of agnostically learning neural networks

Proof of Theorem 10.3. By the definition of Fourier transform of tempered distributions, we have
for any test function ψ ∈ S(R) that

⟨ ̂sigmoid, ψ⟩ = ⟨sigmoid, ψ̂⟩

=

∫
R

(tanh(x/2)
2

+
1

2

)
· ψ̂(x) dx

=

∫
R

tanh(x/2)

2
ψ̂(x) dx+

1

2

∫
R
ψ̂(x) dx.

Using the Fourier inversion formula for Schwartz function, we have that
∫
R ψ̂(x) dx = 2πψ(0). Now we

focus on the first term. For simplicity we denote g(x) = tanh(x/2)/2, then g′(x) = 1/(4 cosh2(x/2))
and ĝ′(ξ) = πξ/ sinh(πξ) is an even function. Here g′ ∈ L1(R), and thus ĝ′ is understood as
the classical Fourier transform. Using the definition of tempered distribution, we first verify that
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⟨ĝ, ψ⟩ = ⟨p.v. ĝ′iξ , ψ⟩. Indeed, we can reformulate the right-hand side with a symmetric bump function
χ that is supported on [−2, 2]:

⟨p.v. ĝ
′

iξ
, ψ⟩ = lim

ε→0+

∫
|ξ|>ε

ĝ′(ξ)

iξ
· ψ(ξ) dξ

= lim
ε→0+

∫
|ξ|>ε

ĝ′(ξ) · ψ(ξ)− ψ(0)χ(ξ)

iξ
dξ

=

∫
R
g′(x) ·

(ψ − ψ(0)χ

iξ

)∧
(x) dx

= −
∫
R
g(x) ·

(
− iξ · ψ − ψ(0)χ

iξ

)∧
(x) dx.

Here the fourth line follows from the definition of Fourier transform of tempered distributions and
the fact that (ψ − ψ(0)χ)/ξ ∈ S(R). Note that χ is even, so is its Fourier transform. Therefore, last
term is equal to ⟨g, ψ̂⟩ = ⟨ĝ, ψ⟩. In other words, we have that∫

R
g(x) · ψ̂(x) dx = p.v.

∫
R

ĝ′(ξ)

iξ
· ψ(ξ) dξ

= p.v.

∫
R

π

i sinh(πξ)
· ψ(ξ) dξ.

This concludes the proof of the lemma.

Proof of Theorem 10.4. Without loss of generality, we consider the one-dimensional problem of
approximating sigmoid. Once we get a polynomial approximation pD for the one-dimensional case,
the multi-dimensional case follows by setting p̃D(x) = 1

k

∑k
j=1 pD(w

⊤
j x). Then applying triangle

inequality yields the desired result.
We define rD = f − pD, where pD is the projection of f onto the space of polynomials of degree

D in L2(µ). We also denote φ(ξ) = F [rDµ](ξ) as the Fourier transform of rDµ. The proof consists
of two parts. In the beginning, we provide a decomposition of f̂ using Theorem 10.3. Then we use
Theorem 6.3 to bound the L2(µ)-norm of the residual when approximating f with polynomials.

Decomposing Fourier transform. For the activation sigmoid, it holds for any ψ ∈ S(R) that

⟨ ̂sigmoid, ψ⟩ = πψ(0) +

∫
R

( π

i sinh(ξ)
− π

iξ
1{|ξ| ≤ 1}

)
· ψ(ξ) dξ

+ p.v.

∫
[−1,1]

π

iξ
· ψ(ξ) dξ. (D.10)

Note that

p.v.

∫
[−1,1]

ψ(ξ)

ξ
dξ = lim

ε→0+

∫ 1

ε

ψ(ξ)− ψ(−ξ)
ξ

dξ

= lim
ε→0+

(∫ 1

ε
log ξ

(
ψ′(ξ) + ψ′(−ξ)

)
dξ − ψ(ε)− ψ(−ε)

2ε
· 2ε log ε

)
=

∫
[−1,1]

log |ξ| · ψ′(ξ) dξ.

Now we define ϱ0 = πδ0 + i−1π(sinh−1(ξ)− ξ−1 1{|ξ| ≤ 1})dξ and ϱ1 = i−1π log |ξ| · 1{|ξ| ≤ 1}dξ,
then clearly they are both complex Radon measures on R with finite total variations. And ϱ1 is
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supported on [−1, 1]. We can then rewrite Eq. (D.10) as ⟨ ̂sigmoid, ψ⟩ = ⟨ϱ0, ψ⟩ + ⟨ϱ1∂, ψ⟩. This
representation implies that sigmoid belongs to the class of functions characterized in Theorem 6.3.
Additionally, it holds for Ω > 1 that

|ϱ0|
(
R \ [−Ω,Ω]

)
≤ 2

∫ ∞

Ω
e−t

2

1− e−2Ω
dt ≤ 16e−Ω. (D.11)

Applying Theorem 6.3 yields that

∥rD∥2µ =
1

2π

∫
R
φ(ξ)dϱ0(ξ) + φ′(ξ)dϱ1(ξ)

≤ 1

2π

(
sup
|ξ|≤Ω

|φ(ξ)| · |ϱ0|+ sup
ξ

|φ(ξ)| |ϱ0|(R \ [−Ω,Ω]) + sup
|ξ|≤1

|φ′(ξ)| · |ϱ1|
)

(D.11)
≲

1

2π

(
sup
|ξ|≤Ω

|φ(ξ)| · |ϱ0|+ sup
ξ

|φ(ξ)|e−Ω + sup
|ξ|≤1

|φ′(ξ)| · |ϱ1|
)
. (D.12)

Bounds for strictly sub-exponential distribution. We assume that µ is strictly sub-exponential
with parameters (A,K, r) and Ω > 1. Invoking Theorem 6.4 and Theorem 6.6, we have for
D > r(KΩ)r that

sup
ξ

|φ(ξ)| ≤ ∥rD∥µ,

sup
|ξ|≤Ω

|φ(ξ)| ≤ A∥rD∥µ ·
(er
D

)D/r
· (KΩ)D,

sup
|ξ|≤1

|φ′(ξ)| ≤ A∥rD∥µ · ∥x2∥1/2µ ·
( er

D − 1

)(D−1)/r
· (2K)D−1.

Substituting these bounds into Eq. (D.12) yields that

∥r∥µ ≲
(er
D

)D/r
· (KΩ)D + e−Ω + sup

j
∥⟨wj , x⟩2∥1/2µ

( 2er

D − 1

)(D−1)/r
·KD−1.

Clearly the first term is decreasing in D for D > r(KΩ)r. We choose D = aK,Ω,r · r(KΩ)r, where
aK,Ω,r = e

(
1 +K−rΩ−r+1

)
. Then we have that

(er
D

)D/r
· (KΩ)D ≤ exp

{
D log(KΩ)− D

r
log(

D

er
)
}

= exp
{
D log(KΩ)− D

r
log

aK,Ω,r(KΩ)r

e

}
= exp

{
− aK,Ω,r(KΩ)r log(aK,Ω,r/e)

}
≤ exp{−eΩ}. (D.13)

Last line holds since aK,Ω,r log(aK,Ω,r/e) ≥ K−rΩ−r+1 using the convexity of x log x. For the final
bound, we choose ε ≃ log(1/ε) and D = er

(
(KΩ)r +Ω+Kr + 1

)
≃ r(K log(1/ε))r. Then we have

that ∥r∥µ ≤ ε.
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Bounds for sub-exponential distribution. For the sub-exponential case, we apply Theorem 6.4
and Theorem 6.7 and obtain that

sup
ξ

|φ(ξ)| ≤ ∥rD∥µ,

sup
|ξ|≤Ω

|φ(ξ)| ≤ ∥rD∥µ · tanh
(KπΩ

4

)D
,

sup
|ξ|≤1

|∂ξφ(ξ)| ≤ ∥rD∥µ · ∥x2∥1/2µ tanh
(Kπ

2

)D−1
.

Plugging these bounds into Eq. (D.18) gives that

∥rD∥µ ≲ tanh
(KπΩ

4

)D
+ e−Ω + ∥x2∥1/2µ tanh

(Kπ
2

)D−1

≤ exp{−4D · e−KΩ/4}+ e−Ω + ∥x2∥1/2µ exp{−2(D − 1)e−Kπ/2}. (D.14)

Therefore, choosing Ω ≃ log(1/ε) and D = log(3/ε) ·
(
eKπΩ/4 ∨ eKπ/2

)
= O(log(1/ε) · ε−O(1)).

Proof of Theorem 10.6. First of all, we can decompose ReLU as ReLU(x) = (x+ |x|)/2. Since

⟨x̂, ψ⟩ =
∫
R
x · ψ̂(x) dx

= −i
∫
ψ̂′(x) dx = −2πiψ′(0),

where the last line follows from the Fourier inversion formula. Now it suffices to verify that
−1

2⟨|̂x|, ψ⟩ = ⟨f.p. 1
ξ2
, ψ⟩. We can expand the right-hand side as

⟨f.p. 1
ξ2
, ψ⟩ = lim

ε→0+

∫
|ξ|>ε

ψ(ξ)− ψ(0)

ξ2
dξ

= lim
ε→0+

∫
|ξ|>ε

ψ′(ξ)

ξ
dξ

=

∫
R

ψ′(ξ)− ψ′(0)χ(ξ)

ξ
dξ. (D.15)

Here the second line holds by integration by parts, and χ is a symmetric bump function that is
supported on [−2, 2] and equals to 1 on [−1, 1]. The last line is a consequence of the fact that(
ψ′(ξ)− ψ′(0)χ(ξ)

)
/ξ ∈ S(R). To proceed, we have that

Eq. (D.15) = ⟨1,
(
ψ′ − ψ′(0)χ

)
/ξ⟩

= ⟨δ̂0,
(
ψ′ − ψ′(0)χ

)
/ξ⟩

=
1

2
⟨sign′,

(
(ψ′ − ψ′(0)χ)/ξ

)∧⟩
=

−1

2
⟨sign,

(
− iξ · (ψ′ − ψ′(0)χ)/ξ

)∧⟩. (D.16)

Here the third line follows from the fact that δ0 = sign′/2 in the sense of tempered distributions. To
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proceed, we have that ⟨sign, χ∧⟩ = 0 since χ∧ is even. Therefore, we obtain that

Eq. (D.16) =
i

2
⟨sign, ψ̂′⟩

=
i

2
⟨sign, ix · ψ̂⟩

= −
∫
R
|x| · ψ̂(x) dx = −⟨|x|, ψ̂⟩.

This concludes the proof of Theorem 10.6.

Proof of Theorem 10.7. Similar to the proof of Theorem 10.4, we only need to provide polynomial
approximation bound to the one dimensional ReLU function. We decompose of the Fourier transform
of ReLU in Theorem 10.6. For any test function ψ ∈ S(R), we have that

⟨R̂eLU, ψ⟩ = ⟨f.p. −1

ξ2
, ψ⟩ − iπψ′(0)

= − lim
ε→0+

∫ 1

ε

ψ(ξ) + ψ(−ξ)− 2ψ(0)

ξ2
dξ −

∫
|ξ|>1

ψ(ξ)− ψ(0)

ξ2
dξ − iπψ′(0).

For the first term, we can use the integration by parts to obtain that

− lim
ε→0+

∫ 1

ε

ψ(ξ) + ψ(−ξ)− 2ψ(0)

ξ2
dξ = ψ(1) + ψ(−1)− 2ψ(0)− lim

ε→0+

ψ(ε) + ψ(−ε)− 2ψ(0)

ε

+ lim
ε→0+

∫ 1

ε

ψ′(ξ)− ψ′(−ξ)
ξ

dξ

= ψ(1) + ψ(−1)− 2ψ(0)−
∫
[−1,1]

log |ξ| · ψ′′(ξ) dξ.

Therefore, we can define dϱ0 = δ1+δ−1−2δ0−ξ−2 1{|ξ| > 1}dξ and dϱ1 = −iπδ0 and dϱ2 = − log |ξ|·
1{|ξ| ≤ 1}dξ. It is clear that both ϱl for l = 0, 1, 2 are complex Radon measures on R with finite total
variations and ϱ1, ϱ2 are compactly supported on [−1, 1], and R̂eLU = ⟨ϱ0, ψ⟩+ ⟨ϱ1, ψ′⟩+ ⟨ϱ2, ψ′′⟩ in
the sense of tempered distributions. Additionally, it holds for any Ω > 1 that

|ϱ0|(R \ [−Ω,Ω]) ≤
∫ ∞

Ω

2

ξ2
dξ =

4

Ω
. (D.17)

Theorem 6.4 implies that ∂wjφ(0) = 0 for each j ≤ k, therefore the second term vanishes since
ρj1 is supported on the origin. Applying Theorem 6.3, we have that for any Ω > 1 and D > 0 that,

∥r∥2µ =
1

(2π)

∫
R
φ(ξ)dϱ0(ξ) + ∂2ξφ(ξ)dϱ2(ξ)

≤ 1

2π

(
sup
|ξ|≤Ω

|φ(ξ)| · |ϱ0|+ sup
ξ

|φ(ξ)| |ϱ0|(R \ [−Ω,Ω]) + sup
|ξ|≤1

|∂2ξφ(ξ)| · |ϱ2|
)

(D.17)
≲

1

2π

(
sup
|ξ|≤Ω

|φ(ξ)|+ sup
ξ

|φ(ξ)|Ω−1 + sup
|ξ|≤1

|∂2ξφ(ξ)|
)
. (D.18)

Now we upper bound φ with the concentration property of µ.

Strictly sub-exponential bound. Suppose that µ is strictly sub-exponential with parameters
(A,K, r). We choose D = er(KΩ)r(1 + K−rΩ−r+1). Then similar to Eq. (D.13), we have that
∥r∥µ ≲ e−eΩ +Ω−1 ≤ ε by choosing Ω ≃ ε−1.
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Sub-exponential bound. Suppose that µ is sub-exponential. Then similar to Eq. (D.14), we
have that

∥r∥µ ≲ exp{−4D · e−KπΩ/4}+Ω−1 + exp{−2(D − 1)e−Kπ/2}.

We choose Ω ≃ ε−1 and D = exp{KπΩ/2} · log(3/ε) ≃ exp{O(ε−1)}. Then we have that ∥r∥µ ≤ ε
for sufficiently small ε.

Proof of Theorem 10.9. Applying Theorem 9.1 and Theorem 10.2 directly yields the result.

E Application to testable learning

In this appendix, we sketch how if we have a guarantee for learning a class over sub-Gaussian data
(e.g., via our main results), then using the sub-Gaussian certification result of [DHPT25], combining
SoS and polynomial regression yields testable learners in the sense of [RV23].

E.1 Preliminaries

Let X be an instance space and let C ⊆ {h : X → {±1} } be a (binary) concept class. A distribution
D over X × {±1} has X-marginal DX . For a hypothesis h : X → {±1}, the (0–1) risk under D is

LD(h) := P(x,y)∼D[h(x) ̸= y ], opt(C, D) := inf
f∈C

LD(f).

Testable agnostic learning [RV23]. A (randomized) tester–learner pair (T,A) testably (agnos-
tically) learns C with respect to a target marginal DX up to excess error ε and confidence 1− δ if for
every distribution D on X × {±1}:

• (Soundness): If the tester T accepts with probability at least 1− δ on a sample from D, then
with probability at least 1− δ the learner A outputs a hypothesis h satisfying

LD(h) ≤ opt(C, D) + ε.

• (Completeness): Whenever D has X-marginal exactly DX , the tester T accepts with
probability at least 1− δ.

The “with high probability” constant (e.g. 2/3 or 0.99) can be amplified by repetition; sample and
time bounds are measured in the usual way as functions of (ε, δ) and relevant parameters.

E.2 Certification

We will use the following result for SoS-certifying sub-Gaussian moments of an empirical distribution
formed from i.i.d. samples from a sub-Gaussian distribution.

Theorem E.1 (Theorem 4.6 of [DHPT25]). Let P be an s-sub-Gaussian distribution on Rd with
mean µ, and let m ∈ 2N. Assume n ≥ poly(dm). Let T ′ denote the set of all degree-m SoS
pseudoexpectations Ẽ over v = (vi)

d
i=1 such that Ẽ[∥v∥m2 ] > 0. If X1, . . . , Xn

i.i.d.∼ P , then

EX1:n

[
max
Ẽ∈T ′

Ẽ
[
1
n

∑n
i=1⟨v,Xi⟩m

]
Ẽ[∥v∥m2 ]

]
≤ (C s

√
m)m,

for a universal constant C > 0.
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Remark E.2. If we able to SoS certify sub-Gaussian moments of the empirical distribution, it does
not necessarily imply that the population distribution has sub-Gaussian moments (there could be
extremely rare outliers which violate the moment conditions on average but did not appear in the
data). So, e.g., we cannot guarantee that the algorithm in the next section always rejects if the
population distribution actually fails to be sub-Gaussian. Instead, the idea is that as long as the
certification step succeeds, the learning algorithm should work (with high probability), even if the true
distribution was not sub-Gaussian.

E.3 Building a testable learner for sub-Gaussian data

Suppose we are guaranteed that over any K-sub-Gaussian distribution µ, polynomials of degree
m = m(K, ϵ) are able to ϵ-approximate concept class C in L1 loss. Then the following meta-algorithm,
parameterized by δ, ϵ,m > 0, gives a testable learner:

1. Form the empirical distribution from n = poly(dm, 1/ϵ) samples (X1, Y1), . . . , (Xn, Yn) from
D.

2. Using semidefinite programming, certify that all degree m SoS pseudo-expectations Ẽ satisfy

Ẽ

[
1

n

n∑
i=1

⟨v,Xi⟩m − (1/2δ)(C s
√
m)m∥v∥m2

]
≤ 0.

If SoS fails to certify (i.e., there exists a certificate not satisfying the inequality), then reject.
Otherwise, we know that the empirical distribution has sub-Gaussian moments up to degree
m, because expectations corresponding to point masses at a particular vector v are a subset of
the space of pseudoexpectations.

3. Run L1 regression over degree m polynomials to find the polynomial p minimizing the empirical
L1 risk

∑n
i=1 |Yi − p(Xi)|.

4. Output the predictor x 7→ sgn(p(x)).

General completeness argument: The key to completeness is Theorem E.1 and Markov’s
inequality, which ensures that the certification succeeds with high probability. If certification
succeeds, then the empirical distribution has suitable sub-Gaussian moments. Therefore, using the
assumption and setting the parameter m appropriately, there exists a polynomial with empirical
risk competitive with the empirical risk of the best-performing member of the concept class. By
a standard argument (see, e.g., [KM13, CKK+24]), this guarantees the empirical 0/1 risk of the
corresponding PTF is also competitive, and by standard VC theory results its test error will be close
provided n was a large enough polynomial.

General soundness argument: As explained above, if the empirical distribution does not have
sub-Gaussian moments up to degree m, then SoS will fail to certify and so the algorithm will reject.

F Paley–Wiener universality in higher dimensions

Throughout fix an integer d ≥ 1. We write Rd for Euclidean space with Lebesgue measure dx, denote
by |x| = |x|2 the standard norm, and use multi–index notation

α = (α1, . . . , αd) ∈ Nd, |α| := α1 + · · ·+ αd, α! := α1! · · ·αd!, xα := xα1
1 · · ·xαd

d .
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F.1 Paley–Wiener theorem in Rd

Let f̂(ξ) =
∫
Rd f(x)e

−iξ·xdx be the Fourier transform on Rd. For Ω > 0 define the band–limited
(Paley–Wiener) subspace

PWΩ :=
{
f ∈ L2(Rd) : supp f̂ ⊂ BΩ

}
,

where BΩ := ξ ∈ Rd : |ξ| ≤ Ω is the closed Euclidean ball of radius Ω centered at the origin.
The following result is a special case of the more general Paley-Wiener-Schwartz theorem

(Theorem 5.11, see e.g. [Hör83]).

Theorem F.1 (d–Dimensional Paley–Wiener). For f ∈ PWΩ the Fourier inversion formula extends
f to an entire function

F (z) :=
1

(2π)d

∫
BΩ

f̂(ξ) ei ξ·z dξ, z ∈ Cd,

which satisfies the exponential–type bound

|F (z)| ≤ CeΩ|Imz|, z ∈ Cd, (F.1)

for some constant C depending only on |f |L2 . Conversely, any entire F obeying (F.1) arises in this
way from a unique f ∈ PWΩ.

Taylor–coefficient asymptotics. Write F (z) =
∑

α∈Nd aαz
α. Applying Cauchy’s estimate on

the polydisc |zj | = r (all j) to (F.1) gives

|aα| ≤ C r−|α| eΩr (∀ r > 0),

which is minimised at r = |α|/Ω. With Stirling’s formula one obtains the multivariate analogue of
(12.2):

|aα| = O
(Ω |α|

α!

)
, lim sup

|α|→∞

(
|aα|α!

)1/|α| ≤ Ω.

Thus the radius Ω controls the factorial–weighted decay of the multivariate Taylor coefficients.

F.2 Hermite polynomials and functions in Rd

(1) Tensor–product Hermite polynomials. Let Hn (resp. Hen) be the one–dimensional
physicists’ (resp. probabilists’) Hermite polynomials. For a multi–index α set

Hα(x) :=

d∏
j=1

Hαj (xj), Heα(x) :=

d∏
j=1

Heαj (xj).

The relations (12.3) hold componentwise so that Hα(x) = 2|α|/2,He_α(x/
√
2).

(2) d–Dimensional Hermite functions. Define

φα(x) :=
1

πd/4
√
2|α|α!

Hα(x)e
−1
2 |x|

2

, x ∈ Rd, α ∈ Nd.

The collection (φα)α∈Nd forms an orthonormal basis of L2(Rd).
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F.3 Bargmann transform on Rd

Definition. The d–dimensional Bargmann (or Segal–Bargmann) transform

B : L2(Rd) −→ F2(Cd) :=
{
F entire : ∥F∥2F2 := π−d

∫
Cd

|F (z)|2 e−|z|2 dz <∞
}

reads
(Bf)(z) := π−d/4

∫
Rd

exp
(
−1

2 |x|
2 +

√
2⟨x, z⟩ − 1

2 |z|
2
)
f(x), dx, z ∈ Cd. (F.2)

One checks that B is unitary onto F2(Cd).

Action on the Hermite basis. Because the kernel in (F.2) factorises over the d coordinates, the
one–dimensional identity Bφn = zn/

√
n! extends to

(Bφα)(z) =
zα√
α!
, α ∈ Nd. (F.3)

Thus B sends the Hermite basis of L2(Rd) onto the monomial basis of the d–dimensional Fock space.

F.4 Paley–Wiener and Hermite expansion in Rd

Let
hα(x) :=

Heα(x)√
α!

, α ∈ Nd,

be the probabilists’ Hermite polynomials normalised to form an orthonormal basis of L2(N(0,d ))
(the centred Gaussian measure with covariance Id). Any f ∈ L2(N(0, Id)) admits the expansion
f(x) =

∑
α aαhα(x).

Theorem F.2. Fix Ω > 0, f ∈ L2(Rd), and write f(x) =
∑

α aαhα(x). Then the following are
equivalent:

1. supp f̂ ⊂ BΩ.

2. There exists M > 0 such that |aα| ≤M
Ω|α|
√
α!

for every α ∈ Nd.

The proof is identical to Theorem 13.1, replacing integers by multi–indices and using (F.3). The
key step is the identity

(Br)(z) =
∫
Rd

f̂(ξ)e−
1
2 |ξ|

2

eiξ·zdξ,

which follows from the same change–of–variables argument used in the one–dimensional lemma.

F.5 Application to universality

Theorem F.3. Suppose that f ∈ L2(Rd), and its Hermite expansion in L2(N(0, 1)) is

f =
∑
α

aαhα.

For any Ω > 0 the following are equivalent:

1. f ∈ PWΩ.
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2. There exist M > 0 and Ω > 0 such that |aα| ≤M
Ω|α|
√
α!

for every α ∈ Nd.

3. For any r-strictly sub-exponential distribution µ with scale parameter K, there exists C > 0
and a sequence of polynomials (pm)

∞
m=1 such that

∥f − pm∥L2(µ) ≤ C
(ΩK(er)1/r)m

mm/r
.

Moreover, if f ∈ PWΩ then we can take any H = er1/rKΩ.

Proof. The equivalence of the first two is Theorem F.2. Given the third condition, the first condition
follows as in the proof of Theorem 13.3: we can prove the second condition for any Ω′ > Ω by
applying the case r = 2 and µ = N(0, I) and using Parseval’s theorem, and then by using the
Paley-Wiener theorem we conclude f ∈ PWΩ.

Assuming that f ∈ PWΩ, let pm be the L2(µ) orthogonal projection of f onto the space of degree
m polynomials and observe by Lemma 6.2 that

∥f − pm∥2L2
=

1

(2π)n

∫
f̂(ξ)φ(ξ) dξ,

and by Theorem 6.6 that provided m > r(K∥ξ∥22),

|φ(ξ)| ≤ A∥f − pm∥µ
(er
m

)m/r
(K∥ξ∥2)m.

So dividing by ∥f − pm∥L2 , using that f ∈ PWΩ, and applying Hölder’s inequality,

∥f − pm∥L2 ≤ A

(2π)d
∥f̂∥L1

(er
m

)m/r
KmΩm

which proves the result.
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